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LONDON, JULY 24, 1875. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Norwoop has given notice of his intention to 
move in committee on the Judicature Bill a clause pro- 
viding that “ Every barrister-at-law retained or employed 
by or on behalf of any suitor in either of the said courts, 
and accepting any brief or instructions to act as counsel 
on behalf of or to advise any such suitor, shall be en- 
titled to sue for his fees earned in respect of such em- 
ployment as for work and labour done on behalf of such 
suitor,’ and this motion, we are informed, will be 
seconded by Mr. C. E. Lewis. The object of 
this clause, not quite apparent on the surface, is 
to fix on barristers a similar liability to an action 
for negligence to that which exists in the case of 
solicitors. Before a proposal for a change of this 
magnitude is placed before Parliament it may be well 
to consider the nature of the evil complained of, 
and whether the remedy proposed is likely to prove suc- 
cessful. 

As to the chief grievance, we imagine there can really 
be no two opinions. Every dispassionate person must 
admit that the system of handing over briefs, upon which 
large fees have been paid, to other counsel who know 
little of the case, and do not possess the professional 
acquirements of the counsel originally instructed, is 
wholly indefensible, and exists merely because what one 
man has done another thinks he may do. But will a 
provision rendering barristers liable for negligence have 
the effect of stopping the practice? Let us see how it 
would work. The wrongdoers are invariably men of 
eminence, for no others can venture to run the risk of 
offending their clients by handing over briefs to another. 
Now, such men can practically dictate their own terms, 
and what have they to do to avoid the enactment but to 
instruct their clerks never to accept a retaining fee 
except on the express condition that if they are unable 
to conduct the case they shall be at liberty to employ a 
substitute? Woulda leading counsel lose a single guinea 
by adopting such a course? We trow not, for clients 
in important cases are usually determined to have the 
best legal ability they can get, and their solicitors will 
bolster up the chance of the eminent counsel not ap- 
pearing by the employment of strong juniors. Even 
in the unlikely case of a barrister being sued for negli- 
gence of this kind, could he possibly be convicted ? 
To suppose that he could, assumes that it could be proved 
the case was lost by his non-appearance; how, then, are 
the judge and jury to estimate the effect his pathetic or 
stirring appeals, or searching cross-examination, might 
have produced? Is evidence to be given of the ability 
usually displayed by the negligent counsel, and of the 
want of ability displayed by his substitute? Is the 
negligent counsel to be allowed to adduce evidence 
similar to that given by a male defendant in a breach of 
Promise caso, that he really is a person of little power or 
ability, and that the loss of his services was of no import. 





ance ? The thing is obviously absurd. The true mode of 
putting an end to the practice complained of is that indi. 
cated by Mr. C. E. Lewis himselfin one of his addresses 
delivered two years ago, when he suggested that “this 
scandal would not have existed six months if the Council 
of the Incorporated Law Society had gone to the judges 
and benchers and had insisted on the fair and honourable 
division of labour which had so long existed in the Cout 
of Chancery.” There could be no more proper subject 
for the efforts of the Law Society, and no better time fcr 
urging the matter than the eve of the commencement of 
a new procedure. 


We have dealt with the grievance most frequently 
alleged, but the proposed clause would cover all negli- 
gence in the conduct of actions. That clients should 
have a remedy for loss occasioned by the negligence of 
counselis undeniable theoretically. But whethc-thechange 
would, on the whole, be a practical advantage depends 
ypon many considerations which do not lie on the 
surface. This, at all events, should not be lost sight of, 
that the negligence must be the cause of the unsuccessful 
issue of the action or proceeding. We all-know how 
difficult it is to prove actionable negligence in the case of 
a solicitor who has the conduct of a whole matter from 
the commencement; would it not be tenfold more diffi- 
cult to prove it against a barrister when the case comes 
to his hands already shaped and moulded by his 1> zal 
client ? How much of the unsuccessful issue of the case 
was due to inadequate instructions, negligence in getting 
up the facts, absence of the solicitor from court during 
the hearing, or the like, must necessarily be a subject 
of dispute, and would invariably be raised in every action 
against counsel. In the midst of all this cloud of 
charge and counter-charge the remedy of the party would 
be likely, in the vast majority of cases, to wholly dis. 
appear. The subject is one of much complication, and 
ought to receive from all sides most careful and dispas- 
sionate consideration. 





THE FORCE OF LIMITED LIABILITY could surely no 
farther go than in establishing a trading company with 
a capital, stated in the memorandum to be £25,000, 
but shown by the articles of association to consist 
only of a row of names and addresses. Whether it had 
not gone just a trifle too far was the question that had 
to be decided in Re The Caribbean Company, by Vice- 
Chancellor Malins on Saturday last, when his honour 
expressed a very decided opinion that it had. From the 
only report of the case we have seen it would 
appear that the company in question literally never had, 
nor was intended to have, any subscribed capital, either 
in money or money’s worth. The memorandum stated 
the amount of the capital and its division into £10 
shares, and the articles provided that all the shares 
should be allotted as fully paid up. This was accord. 
ingly done, the idea of its feasibility resting on the 
notion that the public, if they trusted the © pany, 
would have nobody to blame but themselves, inasmuch 
as an examination of the articles would show that there 
never could be any assets produced by calls on the share- 
holders. This notion itself, of course, proceeded on the 
ground that everything in the registered articles binds the 
public; but this is not the case when the articles are in- 
consistent with the memorandum, for then the latter 
must prevail, The question, therefore, was whether, 
when a company holds itself out in its memorandum as 
being a company with £25,000 capital, and in its articles 
appears as a company with no capital at all, there is 
such a discrepancy between these instruments as to re- 
duce the articles to silence on the subject of the capital. 
The Vice-Chancellor thought there was, and we do not 
doubt the justice of his opinion. We have mentioned 
the case only on this interesting and novel point, and 
not on the question which was actually decided, 
namely, whether the transferee for value of shares in 
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such a company, registered as fully paid up, could be mad® 
liable as a contributory in respect thereof. The Vice- 
Charcellor held that he could, and if his honour was 
right in holding that the transferee had notice that the 
shares were never paid for, the decision would seem to 
follow from the view taken by the court of the general 
aspect of the company. 





Tur pectston of the Lords Justices in Ie The Cana- 
dian Oil Works Corporation, Sir John Hay’s case, lays 
down once more in unmistakeable terms the principles 
which should regulate the dealings of persons who are 
acting as agents or filling any office of trust. The facts of 
the case may be very shortly stated. The company was 
formed to purchase property in Canada, which was to be 
paid for, partly in cash, and partly in shares credited as 
fully paid up. Sir Johu Hay was asked to become a direc- 
tor, and consented to do so upon the condition that his 
qualification as director should be provided out of the 
fully paid-up shares to be allotted to the vendor of the 
property. He signed the memorandum of association for 
forty shares, his necessary qualification for the office of 
director. He was afterwards advised that this arrange- 
ment could not be legally carried out, as indeed it 
clearly could not, consistently with Fothergill’s case 
(21 W. R. 301, L. R. 8 Ch. 270) and Forbes and Judd's 
case (18 W. R. 302, L. R. 5 Ch. 270). It was therefore 
arranged that the sum necessary to pay up the forty 
shares in full should be provided by the vendor out of the 
cash to be paid him by the company. A cheque for 
£1,000, the full amount due on the forty shares, was 
drawn by Sir John Hay’s co-directors, and handed 
at once in the board-room, with other cheques, to the 
vendor's agent. He immediately indorsed the £1,000 
cheque and handed it to Sir John Hay, who paid it into 
his own bankers, and the next day drew on thema 
cheque for £1,000, and paid it to the company in satis- 
faction of the calls upon his shares. Under these cir- 
cumstances both the Vice-Chancellor and the Court of 
Appeal have decided that the shares were never paid for, 
and that the cheque for £1,000 which Sir John Hay re- 
ceived was the property of the company. As Lord 
Justice James said, “it was a cheque by which the money 
of the company was taken by one of the directors, by the 
authority and with the consent and knowledge of his co- 
directors, for the purpose of paying that which was a 
bribe to him for having sold the company in the transac- 
tion,” and no right or property in it passed to the 
vendor or to Sir John Hay. 

If Sir John, at the time when he made the contract 
that he should receive his qualification, was an agent of 
the company, this result was inevitable under the rule 
recently upheld with such admirable firmness by the 
Court of Appeal—that no agent in the course of his 
agency can derive any benefit without the sanction and 
knowledge of his principal. But it was urged on behalf 
of Sir John Hay that he was not the agent of the company 
at that time, the company not having then come into 
existence. This rather technical objection was very de- 
cisively dealt with by Lord Justice Mellish. The agree- 
ment, he said, was plainly made contemporaneously 
with Sir John Hay’s becoming a director, and there is 
no difference in reality between profit accruing to an 
agent on a bargain made after he has become an agent, 
and profit on a bargain made by him at the time 
when he becomes an agent, with a person proposing to 
enter into a contract with the principal, that is, while 
negotiations were pending, and before any concluded con- 
tract. Moreover, in this case the contract for purchase 
contained a provision that it might be rescinded by the 
company within alimitedtimeafteritsformation. Theduty, 
therefore, of the directors was to see whether the con- 
tract ought to be carried out or rescinded, and, having 
this duty to perform, they entered into an arrangement 
with the vendor to receive back part of the money which 
they had to pay him on behalf of the company, and were 





obviously, therefore, not in a position to discharge their 
duty faithfully to the company. 

The judgment is, if we may say so without presump- 
tion, so plainly right, and so obviously in accordance 
with the course of recent decisions on this subject in the 
Court of Chancery, that it is startling to find that to 
arrive at the decision it was necessary to overrule a 
previous judgment of the Court of Appeal in a case in 
the facts of which the only material difference seems to 
be that in the earlier case there was no option given to 
the company to rescind the contract for purchase, and 
that contract was not referred to in the articles of 
association. In Orgill’s case (21 L. T. N. S. 221) a 
person named Orgill consented to become a director of a 
company upon the terms of having his qualification pro- 
vided for him, and his shares were paid for out of the 
money paid by the company to the vendor of property 
which they purchased. Lord Justice Giffard, affirm. 
ing the judgment of Lord Romilly, M.R., held that, 
so long as the company did not attempt to impeach the 
sale, the price must be taken to have been a fair one, 
and Orgill could not be compelled to refund the payment 
which was made to him by the vendor in discharge of an 
antecedent legal obligation. As Lord Justice James 
pointed out, it is impossible to understand this decision, 
which is not only inconsistent with the current of 
authority, but is really absurd; for it is only in cases in 
which a contract is not repudiated that money is re- 
covered from the agent. If the contract is successfully 
repudiated by the principal, he is restored to his original 
position, and has, of course, nothing to recover from his 
agent. We cannot agree in the regret expressed by the 
learned Lord Justice that such a decision as this “ was 
not left requiescere in pace; it seems to us better that it 
should be dragged forth to the atmosphere of open day 
and strangled in public view. As we ‘learn that the 
appeal is to be taken to the Lords, we can only hope that 
they will put the finishing stroke on this bewildering 
decision. 





Mr. Justice Metuor, in his charge, on Friday week, tothe 
grand jury of Northamptonshire, remarked on the de- 
creased stateliness of ceremonial with which the assize 
judges are received. He expressed a doubt whether the 
allegiance of the people to the law could be preserved 
undiminished if the circumstances of solemnity and state 
hitherto attending the administration of justice should 


disappear. We think the warning is needed, and that 
the present is by no means the time to dispense with any 
of those trappings by which the sovereignty of the law 
is brought home to the multitude. The step is nota 
long one from attaeks on the character and abilities of 
judges to contempt for the office they hold, and it is 
important to keep clearly in view of the people the fact 
that the office must be respected whatever may be 
thought of its holder. Marks of respect to the bench 
are found necessary even in countries where reverence for 
the law is most widely spread among the people, and 
where judges are personally least careful about appear- 
ances. An American Court of Common Pleas was recently 
described as “an elderly gentleman sitting in a cane- 
bottomed chair, facing the wrong way, resting his chin 
on the back of the chair, and expectorating thought- 
fully.” Yet the bar of New York have recently made a 
regulation that their members should rise on the entry 
of the judges into court, and it may be safely predicted 
that either the contorted judge or his successor will come 
to see the desirability of adopting a garb and position 
which will indicate to the spectator that he is not 
merely a private individual given to disorderly habits, 
but the holder of an office of dignity. There can be 
no doubt that a late Vice-Chancellor who persisted 
in appearing to administer justice in the time-honoured 
costume of knee breeches and silk stockings had 
good sense on his side, although he was grievously tra- 
duced by unreflecting people, who thought they saw % 
reason for the practice in the magnificent conformation 
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— 
athe learned judge’s legs. Lord Erskine, who had little 
nlue for ostentation or frippery, went so far as to sug- 
gest that judges should not merely wear robes in court 
pot should adopt a distinctive dress on all occasions, so 
43 to continue “‘ the reverence inspired by their dignified 
appearance when administering the law.” He thought 
that this reverence was likely to be diminished by the 
“gstonishing spectacle of our judges coming out of West- 
ninster Hall in such shabby frocks and brown scratch- 
igs as would infallibly subject them to be rejected 
g bail in their own courts.” A similar idea seems to 
have been entertained by the occupants of the bench 
in 1635, when they drew up solemn rules as to 
their attire; for they provided that judges, when they 
pie circuit, should wear “a serjeant’s coat of good 
pad cloth, with sleeves, and faced with velvet,” 
md it was added, with evident approval, “they have 
wed of late to lace the sleeves of the serjeant’s 
wat thick with lace.” Moreover it was provided that, 
shen the circuit judges went to dine with the sheriff, or 
at public feasts, they must don “ scarlet gowns, tippets, 
and scarlet hoods.” Throughout their circuit they must 
“have @ sumpter, and ought to ride with six men 
at the least.” May not the decay of ceremonial 
vhich Mr. Justice Mellor laments be due in some degree 
the laxity of good-natured judges who, hurrying down 
byexpress train to fulfil their assize duties, fail to observe, 
a@ comment on, the deficiencies of the sheriffs? There 
night with advantage be practised a little more of the 
punctiliousness of the French tribunal of Ambert, which, 
in 1844, censured certain advocates, as guilty of a dis- 
wspectful act, because, in the presence of the court and 
inforensic costume, they presumed to wear beards and 
noustaches ! 







































Ir sBEMS TO BE BECOMING a rule that the counsel in 
causes célébres should publicly continue the discussion of 
their cases after the trials are over. It would be curious 
toinquire into the reason of this odious change in the 
practice which formerly prevailed. Are the heads of ad- 
vocates more easily turned than of yore? Or are there 
temptations in the shape of newspaper notoriety which 
did not exist until now? All that as yet appears certain 
om the subject is that the evil is one which is rapidly in- 
ceasing, and that its cause exists in the United States as 
wellas here. It was hardly to be expected that the Beecher 
trialwould fail to produce its rank crop of after-trial utter- 
ances, At the City Temple on Thursday, Mr. Thomas 
J, Shearman, one of the Rev. H. W. Beecher’s counsel in 
the late trial, attended in order “to answer any ques- 
tins on the subject of the trial.” No questions were 
uked, but Mr. Shearman volunteered a statement, in the 
course of which he said that, “the counsel for Mr. 
Beecher were not merely professionally but personally 
satisfied of his entire innocence, while at least two of Mr. 
Tilton’s counsel were privately of the same opinion, one 
ofthem having, just before receiving a retainer, denounced 
the prosecution as ‘the most infernal conspiracy of 
modern times.’”” This appears to us to be a little strong, 
but for aught we know it may really be nothing more 
than the absent counsel for Mr. Tilton expected 
ftom their late opponent. It may be that at this very 
time Mr. Shearman’s learned friends on the other side 
tte engaged in New York in unbosoming themselves 
against his client and himself. But why should these 
Neriminating advocates have put the Atlantic between 
thm? Surely this little washing of dirty forensic linen 
could have been performed at home, or at any rate did 
dot _ such a magnificent laundry as a London City 
ple. 
















































————________. 








In order to supply more chambers, the benchers of the 
emple propose to extend the lines of buildings known as 
Harcourt and Plowden Buildings, and have procured an 
Act enabling them to build upon the land lately added to 
gardens by the Embankment. 










MEASURE OF DAMAGES FOR BREACH OF 
COVENANT TO REPAIR. 


Tr is not very clearly settled to what extent in an action 
for breach of a covenant to repair demised premises by 
the landlord against the tenant, evidence of the condition 
of the premises at the time of the demise is admissible on 
behalf of the defendant. It has been held that where 
the covenant is to put the premises into repair, this 
means to put them into a better state of repair than 
the tenant found them in. It has also been decided, 
in Payne v. Haine (16 M. & W. 545), that a covenant 
to keep the premises in repair involves a covenant 
to put them in repair, for they cannot be kept in good 
repair without being put intoit. Notwithstanding the 
fact that a covenant to keep in repair is not satisfied by 
keeping the premises in the same state of repair as when 
demised, it is still necessary, as is laid down by a variety 
of decisions, to look to the state of the premises at the 
time of the demise with a view to estimating the amount 
of the repair contemplated by the covenant. Itis with re- 
ference to the extent to which the state of the premises, 
and their repair at the time of the demise, may be taken 
into consideration as qualifying a covenant to keep in re- 
pair that we wish to make some observations. 

It was said in Payne v. Haine (16 M. & W. 545) andin 
Belcher v. McIntosh (8 C. & P. 723) that the amount of 
repair contemplated by a covenant to keep in repair 
depends on the age and class of the house, and must 
differ according as that may be a palace or a cottage ; 
no one is bound to give his landlord a new house instead 
of an old one. A house in Spitalfields may be repaired 
with materials inferior to those requisite for repairing a 
mansion in Grosvenor-square. This, as is pointed out in 
Mayne ov Damages (2nd ed. p. 195), is all quite clear, but 
a more difficult question arises as to how far evidence of 
actual disrepair, as distinguished from mere inferiority, 
may be admitted. Mr. Mayne says, in summing up 
the result of the cases, “‘ The rule laid down in Stanley 
v. Towgood (3 Bing. N. C. 4) and Muntz v. Goring (4 
Bing. N. C. 451), and approved ofin Payne v. Haine (16 
M. & W. 545), was, that evidence might be given as to 
the age and class of the premises, with their general 
condition as to repair, but that the defendant could not 
prove in detail that such and such a part was out of 
order. Burdett v. Withers (7 A. & E. 136) has been 
thought to go beyond this. There the defendant's 
counsel wished to cross-examine as to the state of the 
premises at the time of his coming into possession. The 
evidence was refused, and a new trial was granted in 
consequence. Lord Denman said, ‘It is very material, 
with a view both to the event of the suit and the amount 
of damages, to show what the previous state of the pre- 
mises was.’ And in Payne v. Huine, Alderson, B., says, 
‘The marginal note of Burdett v. Withers may be in- 
correct, but the judgment is quite right, and shows that 
a lessee who has contracted to keep the demised pre- 
mises in good repair is entitled to prove what their 
general state of repair was at the time of the demise, so as 
to measure the amount of the damages for want of re- 
pairs by reference to that state.’ This reconciles that 
case with the others mentioned before. Thg question, 
therefore, for the future will probably be, nofso much as 
to the admissibility of such evidence as the purpose to 
which it may be applied. Since Payne v. Haine a ten- 
ant cannot justify keeping premises in bad repair be- 
cause they happened to be in that state when he took 
them. But evidence of this nature, like evidence of age, 
will be admissible to show how far they were capable of 
being repaired at all, and what amount of repair could 
have been contemplated by the covenant.” 

It is not easy to see how the law could have been 
otherwise stated than as Mr. Mayne states it, and yet 
there is a vagueness about the propositions in which the 
law on the subject is laid down which is unsatisfactory. 
It is easy to state the general principles, which 
is all the court had to do in the cases before referred to ; 
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the application to practical details is the difficulty. 
No doubt rebuilding a house is not repairing it. But 
what amounts to reconstruction, and what to repair 
-only ? This is the sort of question which may arise upon 
a reference to an arbitrator as to the amount of damages 
in an action for dilapidations, when liability is admitted. 
The decisions do not lay down any very distinct rule 
on the subject. There is some difficulty in exactly ap- 
preciating the effect of tae expression “‘ general want of 
repair,’ as employed in Mr. Mayne’s summary of the de- 
cisions. If the defendant has covenanted ‘‘to keep in 
repair,” which it is admitted means “ put into repair,” 
why is “ general want of repair” at the time of the de- 
mise to be taken into consideration to diminish the 
amount of his liability, and why is “ general want of 
repair’ so admissible, but not evidence in detail of par- 
ticular want of repair? If the estimate of the sort of 
repairs contemplated by the covenant is to be affected 
by a general absence of repair at the time of demise, is 
it not most material to prove ir detail that the whole 
of the premises were out of repair, and to what extent 
each part was so? If you are to reduce damages by a 
consideration of the want of revair at the time of the 
demise, surely it seems reasonable to measure the amount 
of such reduction by taking a true measure in detail of 
the want of repair of particular parts? It seems diffi- 
cult to see why although a rough reduction may 
be made, in a general kind of way, with reference 
to the want of repair at the time of the demise, 
you must not attempt to measure it by accurate con- 

ideration of details. But on the other hand it may 
be argued that if the want of repair at the time of the 
demise is gone into in detail, the principle established 
by Payne v. Haine isin danger. The principle of that 
case is that where there is a covenant to keep in repair, 
the measure of the repair under the covenant is not to 
be the state of repair at the time of the demise. If it 
is not, then, it may be asked, why is it material to go into 
a detailed investigation of particulars as to the state of 
repair at the time of the demise ? 

We venture to suggest the following as some help 
towards an explanation of the law on the subject. There 
appears, in the first place, to be a confusion in the cases 
and text-books between “ general evidence of want of 
repair” and “ evidence of general want of repair.” Itis 
clear that the two things are quite different. We cannot 
see why, if the object is to prove that the premises were 
generally out of repair, that should not be done by going 
into details to show that fact. But the true principle seems 
to be that “ general want of repair ” is the only want of 
repair that can be considered as qualifying the covenant 
to keep in repair. In fact the only principle upon which 
such general want of repair can be taken into considera- 
tion appears to be similar to that upon which the “ age ” 
of the premises is taken into consideration. It is obvious 
with regard to houses, as with regard to every other 
structure, that the structure itself cannot last for ever. 
It may be repaired from time to time and may last for 
long; but in the lapse of years it will at length become 
quite worn out and incapable of further repair. It is 
obvious also that the period at which this state of things 
will happen must depend very much on the nature and 
condition of the structure originally. A very substan- 
tially built house will last, and be worth repairing, very 
much longer than a “ jerry built” house run up by a 
speculative builder in a suburban neighbourhood. Of 
course as the main structure of a house grows older it 
becomes less worth while to do expensive repairs to parts, 
and consequently it is very reasonable to hold that the 
age of the structure must be taken into consideration as 
determining what sort of repairs the parties to the 
lease contemplated as being worth doing. But the age 
of the premises is not taken into consideration qua mere 
time that they have existed, but only as affording 
a mode of estimating the state of the structure 
aa a whole with respect to wear. Now it seems to us 
that if the decision in Payne v. Haine is to be 





aly 
accepted honestly, the result must be that the only 
want of repair which can be taken into consideration jp 
such a case is a want of repair of the totality of the struc. 
ture at the time of the demise, such want of repair be. 
ing that which would affect the question what sort of 
repairs it would be worth a reasonable owner's while to 
do to the structure. This, it is obvious, in substance, 
comes to the same thing as is meant by the “ age of the 
premises”? in the decisions, for the materiality of the 
age is the wear and tear of the whole structure that is 
its consequence. 

The law is therefore this: A covenant to keep ip 
repair involves a covenant to put in repair, and 
that in such repair as the state of the premises as g 
whole would render it worth a reasonable owner’s while 
to put them into. 
of the fittings, such as papering, painting, &c., to see what 
the class of repairs contemplated was. The tenant is not 
bound to put up an expensive-patterned gilt paper where 
there was a plain and cheap one before. You may look to 
the general state of the structure as a whole to see what 
amount of expense it is reasonable should be incurred in 
repairs. A reasonable man would not lay out on a house 
that was very old and much worn structurally, the same 
amount in decorations and expensive fittings as he would 
on anew house. But it seems to us that, consistently 
with the decisions and legal principle, the tenant is not 
entitledtosay, “Because the fittings and accessories of this 
house were in a very bad state when I entered it, there. 
fore I am entitled to leave it less well fitted and repaired 
than it would have been if the fittings and accessories 
had been in good condition when I entered it.” In other 
words the general want of repair which is spoken of in 
the cases as being admissible to qualify the covenant to 
keep in repair does not mean a want of repair in respect 
of fittings and accessories of the demised premises, but of 
the structure in general. If this be the true view it doe 
not seem to follow that evidence of want of repair in de. 
tail is not admissible to show the general state of the 
structure, but that, except so far as such evidence shows 
a general decay of the structure, it is not available to d- 
minish the amount of the repairs which the covenant 
must be taken to have contemplated. 








COUNTY COURT WORK IN 1874. 


A return obtained for the House of Commons on the 
motion of Mr. Norwood gives some interesting statistics 
as to the amount of business despatched by the various 
county courts in England and Wales during the year 
1874. 

The total number of county court plaints issued 
during the year was 874,400, including 14,360 in the 
City Court. Of the whole number 863,956 were fot 
claims under £20, while 15,422 were for sums between 
£20 and £50, and the remaining 22 are described as el 
tered “by consent” for sums exceeding £50. The 
number of causes heard in 1874 was 501,582, being an 
increase of 5,211 on the previous year; 1,045 having 
been tried with, and the remaining 500,537 without, 
jury. The court which disposed of the greatest 
number of causes was Birmingham, where no less that 
22,985 cases were disposed of, the minimum being 
represented at Belford, where the court was only 
occupied with 12. The results of these plaints are 
indicated by the following details as to the judgments 
given—in 292,865 instances judgment was given for the 
plaintiff after trial, in 179,425 he obtained judgment by 
admission or [consent, while 11,657 judgments went by 
default. On the other hand there were 8,209 nonsuiti 
and 9,426 judgments for defendants. 

As regards judgment summonses there is a considel 
able calling off, 96,815 summonses having been taket 
out, as against 106,534 in the preceding year, while the 
number actually heard fell from 54,111 in 1873 # 
48,123 in 1874, The statistics also show a diminutio® 
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jn respect of imprisonment for debt, only 23,299 
warrants having been issued, as compared with 27,637 
in 1873, while the actual imprisonments were 4,203 
instead of 5,199. On the other hand executions against 
the goods of debtors have been more numerous, the 
courts having issued 178,268 instead of 174,682, the 
sales of goods under executions increasing in a like 
proportion from 3,441 to 3,678. 

The amount of time occupied in the sittings of the 
yarions courts shows an increase of only a fortnight 
upon the previous year, the days of sitting having been 
altogether 8,194 in number. The minimum of sittings 
must necessarily be 6, namely, in those districts where 
courts are held only in alternate months. The largest 
number of sittings by one court is represented by the 
City of London Court with 166, and the Birmingham 
Court with 154 days. As regards county court circuits 
the greatest number of days occupied were 338 in 
Circuit 6, comprising Liverpool, St. Helen’s, and 
Ormskirk, where there are two judges, and 182 on Circuit 
33 (Norfolk and Suffolk) ; while the circuit on which the 
smallest number of days were occupied is No. 5, over 
which Mr. Crompton Hutton presides, he having sat on 
only 101 days. The total number of appeals (apparently 
including equity, admiralty, and bankruptcy) was only 
28. 

The financial results are also interesting. The total 
amount for which plaints were entered in 1874 was 
£2,748,056, as compared with £2,590,792 in 1873, the 
aggregate sum in each court ranging from £107,652 at 
Birmingham to £126 at Belford. The whole sum for 
which plaintiffs obtained judgments was £1,318,897, 
Birmingham being again at the top of the list with 
£58,905, the Bellingham Court having given judgment 
for only £75 in all its cases. The aggregate of costs 
included in judgments was £67,190, and the costs 
at Birmingham were £3,148, while at Holsworthy, in 
Cornwall, there were no costs at all. The total of the 
amount of fees received by the various courts was 
£358,579, being £16,202 more than in 1873, the leading 
districts being Birmingham with £14,347, and Liver- 
pool with £10,447. On the other hand the Pershore 
Court produced xi during the same period. 

The number of admiralty proceedings commenced 
during the year amounted to 699, of which no less than 
300 were brought in the City Court. The total number 
of bankruptcy petitions presented was 895, while no less 
than 6,620 petitions for liquidation or composition were 
filed, and the debtor’s summonses amounted to 1,738, all 
these departments of bankruptcy practice showinga steady 
increase on the preceding year. The courts transacting 
the most bankruptcy business were those at Birmingham, 
Liverpool, and Manchester. 

The equity business is stationary, there having been 
only 3 more plaints filed than in the previous year. Of 
the 732 suits or proceedings 244 were for administration, 
16 for the execution of trusts, 82 for foreclosure or 
redemption, &c., 101 for specific performance, and 54 in 
connection with partnerships. The courts which dis- 
posed of the largest number of equitable plaints were 
Westminster with 16, and Leeds with 15 suits. Of the 
circuits, Nos. 29 (North Wales) and 43 (Marylebone, 
Brompton, and Brentford) take the lead with a total 
of 23 each. The total amount of the subject-matter in 
dispute in the various proceedings was £100,262, being 
£8,290 more than in the preceding year. ‘These cases 
gave rise to only 4 appeals; they brought in £1,025 in 
fees to the Consolidated Fund, and the whole amount 
allowed for attorneys’ costs was £5,797. 

The statistics of the City of London Court, though 
we have included them in the above totals, are given 
Separately. We have occasionally had to speak in rather 
Severe terms of certain proceedings of the judge of that 
tribunal, but we must do him the justice to say that 
his industry and energy are undeniable. Daring the 
year, 14,360 plaints were entered, representing claims 
amounting to £63,156 ; the court sat on 166 days, and tried 
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54 jury cases, and 6,054 without a jury. Ten equity pro- 
ceedings and no less than 300 admiralty cases were also 
entered, 

The number of cases remitted for trial from the 
superior courts was smaller than- one would have 
supposed, being for the most partactions sent down under 
19 & 20 Vict. c. 198, s. 26. The courts which disposed 
of the largest number of these cases were Westminster 
with 49, Manchester with 37, Birmingham with 25, the 
City with 21, and Southwark and Bloomsbury each 
with 20. The actions of contract remitted under the 
30 & 31 Vict. c. 142, s. 7, were not very numerous, and 
most of them were tried in the various London courts. 
The total number of actions of tort sent down under 
section 10 to the county courts during the year was 
124, and the largest number of trials of such cases was 
16, at the Clerkenwell Court. Very few of these cases 
were tried in the large country towns. The largest 
amount of damages awarded in tort was £252 8s. 5d. in 
an action in the Manchester County Court, vaguely de- 
scribed as one for “ unliquidated damages.” 

The moral to be derived from these statistics is the 
urgent necessity for a redistribution of judicial and 
official power. Though the courts collectively sat for 
8,194 days during the year the average number of days 
on which each judge sat was less than 140. It is clear 
that many of the country distriets should be merged in 
larger ones, the number of the circuits should be 
lessened, and the salaries of the judges raised until the 
post of county court judge is made one which men of the 
highest ability at the bar would not deem it derogatory 
to accept. 








Recent Becistans. 
EQUITY. 
Licgut anp Air. 
Aynsley v. Glover, L.JJ., 23 W. R. 457, L. R. 10 Ch. 283. 


This case is an authority for two important proposi- 
tions—-(1) that the Prescription Act (2 & 3 Will. 4,¢. 
71) has not superseded the common law in the case of 
claims to light; and (2) that the case of Tapling v. 
Jones (13 W. R. 617, 11 H. L. C. 290) governs courts of 
equity as well as courts of common law. 

The opinion that the right to light was an exception 
to the general rule that the statute does not destroy the 
common law method of claiming an easement by pre- 
scription, appears to have been founded on certain dicta 
of Lord Westbury in Tapling v. Jones: “ The right to 
what is called an ancient light now depends upon posi- 
tive enactment. It is matter positivi juris, and does 
not require, and therefore ought not to be rested on, 
any presumption of grant or fiction of a licence having 
been obtained from the adjoining proprietor. A | 
think it will be found that error in some decided cases 
has arisen from the fact of the courts treating the right 
as originating in a presumed grant or licence.” These 
dicta have led in at Jeast three instances to positive 
statements by text-writers to the effect that in cases of 
claims to light the common law is superseded by the 
statute (Latham on Window Lights, p. 74; Shelford’s 
Real Property Statutes, 8th ed. by Carson, p. 9; God- 
dard on Easements, pp. 98, 140). The real meaning of 
Lord Westbury’s remarks, however, appears to be that 
where the claim to light is made under the statute, all 
that it is necessary to prove is enjoyment during 
the statutory period, and that in claims under the 
statute it is improper to import the notion 
of an implied grant. In support of this view 
it is only necessary to refer to the report of the argu- 
ments addressed to the Lords, e.g., at p. $28 of 11 H. L. 
C.:—“ The nature of the right claimed by the domi- 
nant owner . . is a right by implied grant, even 
since Lord Tenterden’s Act, . . which merely alters 
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the mode of proot and shortens the period of prescrip- 
tion.” It was to meet the arguments flowing from this 
view of the statute that Lord Westbury used the lan- 
guage which has so misled the text-writers, and no doubt 
others, and which gave rise to the contention raised in 
the recent case, namely, that as in that case there was 
unity of possession from 1849 up to a short time before 
the filing of the bill, the plaintiff could not prove the 
statutory enjoyment during the twenty years next be- 
fore the suit, and that proof of immemorial user could 
not avail him. ‘The Lords Justices held that the statute 
has not taken away any of the modes of claiming ease- 
ments which existed before it, Mellish, L.J., pointing out 
that as the Act requires the enjoyment to be during the 
years next immediately before the suit or action, “a 
variety of valuable easements would be altogether 
destroyed if a plaintiff was not entitled to resoit to the 
proof which he could have resorted to before the Act 
passed.” 

The other point decided in the recent case was as to 
the effect of Z'apling v. Jones on the remedy in equity 
for interference with light. Previous to the decision of 
that case several judgmeuts had been given at law to the 
effect that if the owner of ancient windows enlarged 
them or opened new ones in their neighbourhood, then 
the owner of the servient tenement was entitled to block 
up the increased or new openings, and if he could not do 
80 without at the same time blocking up the old apertures 
or windows he was at liberty to block the latter up also. 
The ground of these decisious was the right of an owner of 
land to prevent an adjoiuing owner from acquiring either 
a new or increased casement as against him, and it was 
said that the owner of the ancient lights had no one but 
himself to blame if, in endeavouring to obtain an in- 
creared easement, and consequently exposing himself to 
his neighbour's right to prevent him from so doing, that 
right could only be exercised in a way prejudicial to the 
oldeasement. ‘These decisions were overruled by Tupling 
v. Jones. where the proceedings took the form of an 
action at law, and where it was held that the opening of 
a new window in the dominant tenement, being in itself 
an innocent act, could not destroy the right to the access 
of light through the old windows, or enable the owner 
of the servient tenement to obstruct the old windows for 
any purpose. When, however, this decision became the 
subject of consideration in Chancery, the teudercy of 
the court was at first to consider that it went only to the 
question of damages, and had no effect on the practice 
as to injunctions. In Heath v. Bucknall (17 W. R. 755, 
L. R. 8 Eq. 1) Lord Romilly, M.R., expressed himself to 
this effect in the strongest manner :—‘ Where the owner 
of the ancient light so deals with it as essentially to 
alter its character, to convert it into a different ease- 
ment over his neighbour's land, and one which prevents 
him from enjoying his property as he might have 
done at any time before the ancient lights were so 
altered, then I am of opinion that the owner of the 
servietit tenement is not debarred from the enjoyment of 
his land as heretofore. If, however, in obtaining such 
enjoyment, he unavoidably interferes with theancient light 
of the owner of the dominant tenement, then the only com- 
pensation which that owner can obtain is in the shape of 
damages. He is still entitled to compensation for the 
obstruction of that which he formerly enjoyed; but, by 
reason of his own act, he bas deprived himself of the 
right to call upon a court of equity to assist him.” 
Withont discussing this passage at length, we may 
point out that, as it appears to us, there is a fallacy 
underlying the whole of it. The opening of the 
additional windows dves not prevent the owner of the 
servient tenement from enjoying the property as he did 
before; he could not block up the old window before ; 
and all that Tupling v. Jones decided was that he could 
not block it up any the more because of the new window, 
his power over his land is not in any way altered. //eath 
v. Bucknall was followed by Staight v. Burn (18 W. R. 
243, L. R. 5 Ch. 163), where Giffard, L.J., strongly 





disapproved of the doctrine laid down by Lord Romilly; 
but at the same time in granting an injunction prefaced 
his order with the words :—“ The plaintiffs representing 
that they will either retain or restore the ancient 
windows,” &c., thereby apparently rendering it neces. 
sary that to obtain relief the windows must be kept in 
their ancient state. In the recent case James, LJ., 
gave the plausible explanation of this part of the order, 
that, the application being interlocutory, it meant that a 
plaintiff must not, pending the proceedings, obstruct his 
own light in such a way as to make it impossible at the 
hearing to try the question of fact properly ; and Mellish, 
L.J., said that it would not bind the court in determin. 
ing the final decree. To sum up shortly this part of the 
recent decision: Tapling v. Jones governs the courts of 
equity as well as the courts of law; and when a man has 
an ancient window he can enlarge it or make new 
windows in its neighbourhood, and although he does so 
the Court of Chancery will restrain the owner of the 
servient tenement from so building as to obstruct the 
ancient window. We may add that, as the recent case 
shows, there is no difference in this respect between light 
claimed under the statute and light claimed, as it was in 
the recent case, by prescription under the common law. 


COMMON LAW. 
Petition oF Ricut—Parent. 
Thomas v. The Queen, Q.B., 23 W. R. 176, 345, L. R. 10 
Q. B. 31, 44. 


Dizon vy. The London Small Arms Company (Limited), 
Q.B, 23 W. R. 317, L. R. 10 Q. B. 130. 


The increasing frequency of the use of petitions of 
right makes it worth while shortly to notice the case of 
Thomas v. The Queen, and in connection with it the 
second case above mentioned. In Z'homas v. The Queen 
it was sought by the Crown to limit the right of the 
subject to sue by petition of right to the case of claims 
for specific chattels or land, to the exclusion of claims 
for debt, or damages for breach of contract. The court, 
founding themseives upon 7'he Bankers’ case (14 How. 
St. Tr. 1), decided against the Crown. It will be observed 
that no distinction was taken between claims for debts 
and claims for unliquidated damages. Such a distine- 
tion might have derived some colour from the expressions 
used by J.ord Somers in that case, and from the absence 
of any precedent of the latter kind; but it would not 
have been consistent with the argument for the Crown, 
which was founded on the view that amoveas manus was 
the only judgment which could be properly rendered on 
a petition of right. However this may be, the case of 
Thomas v. The Queen decides the large proposition 
that a petition of right may be maintained fcr unliquid- 
ated dumages for breach of contract. 

An attempt was made by the suppliant in this case to 
avail himself of the remedy by discovery given in actions 
by the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, by requiring 
the Secretary for War, or some other officer of the War 
Department, to make an affidavit of documents; but the 
application was refused, on the double ground that 
section 7 of the Petitions of Right Act, 1860 (23 & 24 
Vict. c. 34), did not incorporate these provisions, and 
that it was an attempt to obtain discovery from a person 
not a party to the suit. 

In the second case (Dixon v. London Si:all Arms 
Company, Limited) the defendants attempted to avail 
themselves of the defence that to sue them was, in effect, 
to sue the Crown. They had, under an indemnity from 
the Crown, manufactured, as independent contractors, 
articles which were an infringement of the plaintiff's 
patent rights. Feather v. The Queen (6 B, & S, 257) had 
decided that a petition of right could not lie against the 
Crown for infringement; and the decision in that case was 
to the effect that, not only was the matter not one for pe 
tition of right, but that by the true construction of 
patents the Crown did not exclude itself from the use of 
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the invention. The court, however, declined to extend 
this principle to the case of an independent contractor, 
pot,acting as a servant of the Crown, but as a manufac- 


turer and vendor to the Crown. 


Satr or Goops—Prorerty Passinc. 
Ogg v. Shuter, C.P., 23 W. R319, L. R. 10 C. P. 159. 


It is not often that a single case combines so many 
dements bearing, but bearing in opposite directions, 
upon the question of whether the property in goods 
shipped had or had not passed to the purchaser. For- 
merly 2 much more stringent effect was given to certain 
particular circumstances. Of late the tendency has been 
to inquire in every case what was the intention of the 
parties, the answer being a result arrived at by estimat- 
ing the force or value of each term in the contract and 
each circumstance in the transaction, both severally, and 
as affected by one another. Here, in favour of the de- 
fendant’s view that the property had not passed, were 
the circumstances that the terms of payment mentioned 
in the bill of lading were “ cash against bill of lading,” 
and that the bill of lading made the goods deliverable 
to the order of the consignors’ agents, and was indorsed 
to them. On the other hand, the goods were, by the 
contract, to be shipped f.o.b.; a part of the price was in 
fact paid at the time of shipment, and the goods (potatoes) 
were delivered on board into sacks provided by the buyer. 
The court considered the latter arguments to outweigh 
the former, and, if we may venture to say so, we entirely 
concur. The case is not one that can be said either to 
decide, or to illustrate in a decisive way, any rule or 
principle of law; but it is useful as a practical inter- 
preter of ordinary business transactions. 








Rebtiews. 


PUBLIC WORSHIP. 


Tae Law Retatine ro Puntic Worsurr. By Sewarp 
Brice, LL.D., of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens © Haynes. 1875. 


This book evidently owes its origin to the Public 
Worship Act, 1874, but it aspires to being a complete 
treatise on the subject of public worship, and deals more 
orless completely with almost every legal or historical 
topic connected with that subject. 
ecclesiastical law, different kinds of churches, consecra- 
tion and re-consecration, the history of the different 
English Prayer-books and the differences between them, 
the vexed questions of ceremonies, vestments, and orna- 
ments, with the recent decisions upon them, the Church 
Discipline Act, the procedure of ecclesiastical courts, and 
the constitution of the court of final appeal, are all treated 
in detail, no less than the Public Worship Act itself; 
while the different Acts of Uniformity, together with 
other statutes relating to public worship, and the 
injunctions of Edward and Elizabeth, the advertisements, 
the Thirty-nine Articles, and the Canons of 1603 are all 
printed at length in an appendix. As the preface is 
dated in March last, only eight months after the preface 
to Dr. Brice’s work on the completely different subject 
of “ Vitra Vires,” it is a remarkable instance of quick 
Workmanship. 

The value of the work would, however, in our opinion, 
have been much increased, if its scope had been more 
narrowly limited to the subject of public worship, and if 
this, and the expenditure of a greater amount of time, 
had enabled the writer to investigate that subject more 
thoroughly and with greater attention to the original 
éiactments upon it, and to the mode in which they were 
interpreted and applied during the years immediately 

wing their enactment. Dr. Brice states that it was 
originally intended to include in the appendix some of 
the visitation articles of the bishops during the sixteenth 





and seventeenth centuries, but while we quite approve 
of the reason he assigns for not having done this, viz., 
that these articles can now be obtained in a very acces- 
sible form, being printed in the appendix to the second 
report of the Ritual Commissioners, we are not equally 
satisfied to find that, so far as we can discover, ho use 
whatever has been made of these visitation articles in the 
text of his work. 

But, in fact, even the statutes and canens printed in 
the appendix seem to have been only superticially 
studied. At p. 165, Dr. Brice states that “ the legality of 
a particular ceremony depends mainly, if not exciusively, 
upon the 4th section of Elizabeth's Act of Uniformity,” 
which section imposes penalties on “using any other 
rite, ceremony, order, form, or manner of celebrating 
the Lord’s Supper, &c.”: ignoring altogether the 2nd 
section of the same Act about saying and using the 
service “in such order and form as is mentioned in 
[the Prayer-book] and none otker or otherwise,” and the 
14th canon, “ that all ministers shall observe the order, 
rites, and ceremonies prescribed in the Book gf Common 
Prayer . . . without either diminishing . . . or adding 
anything in the matter or form thereof.” 

The section on “ acts of reverence”’ (pp. 177—183) con- 
tains some mistakes which we should not have expected 
in a treatise on ecclesiastical law. After quoting from 
the 52nd of Elizabeth's Injunctions, and the 18th canon, 
most positive orders that “in time of Litany and all 
other collects and common suppiications te Almighty 
God, all manner of people shall devoutly and humbly 
kneel upon their knees, and give ear thereto,” and that 
“when the name of Jesus is mentioned due reverence 
shall be made of all persons,” Dr. Brice adds:—“ But 
bowing and kneeling, even when practised in the manner 
here enjoined, may still be done with sucli attendant 
circumstances as to constitute a ceremony, and then, if not 
directed by the rubrics, they will be unlawful,” and he in- 
stances the kneeling and prostration by the officiating 
priest during the consecration prayer, which was pro- 
nounced unlawful in Martin v. Mackonochie. We should 


| havethoughtit obviousthat theinjunction that“ allmanner 
| of people shall kneel and give ear thereto” could not be 


intended to apply to the officiating minister, at any rate 
during the communion service, where the rubrics contain 
careful directions as to his standing and kneeling. We 
should have also thought it clear that the kneeling 
ordered in the injunction must be a “ceremony,” apurt 
from any “ attendant circumstances.” (See the quota- 


The sources of | tions from Bona and Dean Field in Sir R. Phillimore’s 
| judgment in Martin v. Mackonochie, L. R. 2 A. & E. 


133-6.) We are also unable to understand why, at 
p. 183, Dr. Brice refers to this bowing and kneeling en- 
joined by the injunction and canon as in the category 
of “permissive though not compulsory.” When ori- 
ginally enacted they were obviously intended to be com- 
pulsory, and the visitation articles published by the 
Ritual Commission frequently contain inquiries whether 
any of the parishioners do not comply with them, some- 
times expressly requiring that the names of the offenders 
should be presented. Whether they have now ceased to 
be obligatory, either through the decision in Midileton 
v. Crofts, that the canons of 1603 do not bind the laity, 
or otherwise, is a separate question to which Dr. Brice 
does not refer. 

In discussing the rubric “the morning and evening 
prayer shall be used in the accustomed place ” (p. 24). Dr. 
Brice involves himself and his subject in difficulties, both 
by omitting the important qualification, “except it te 
otherwise determined by the ordinary of the place,’ and 
also by laying down the principle tLat, “according to 
the usual canons of interpretation, it [the rubric] must 
be construed according to the circumstances existing at 
the time of its promulgation in 1662.” If this view 
were correct, the “ accustomed place” would be that 
used by the Presbyterian and Independent ministers 
during the Commonwealth, and until they were ejected 
after the new Prayer-book had become law. If Dr. 
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Brice had compared the visitation articles before 1640 
with those after 1662, he would, we think, have been 
satisfied that none of the bishops had any idea that the 
retention of this Elizabethan rubric in the revised and 
re-enacted Prayer-book had in any way altered the law. 
The Elizabethan rubric about the accustomed place had 
in fact been overridden as early as 1566 by the direction 
contained in the advertisements, and repeated in 
substance in the 14th canon, that “ the common prayer 
shall be said or sung in such place as the ordinary shall 
think meet for the largeness or straitness of the 
church and quire.’’ Dr. Brice has altogether omitted to 
discuss the place of the communion table, though he has 
devoted several pages to the decisions as to its form and 
material. We should have been curious to see how he 
applied his principle of interpreting the revised Prayer- 
book as an entirely new book to the rubric as to the 
communion table standing “ where morning and evening 
prayer are appointed to be said.” 

Dr. Brice’s work may, we hope, be found useful as a 
handy collection of the statutes, injunctions, canons, and 
also of the principal legal decisions and dicta bearing on 
the subject, but we cannot recommend it as sufiiciently 
thorough or accurate to be relied upon as a safe guide. 
On account of the complicated nature of the subject, 
nice discrimination and extreme accuracy are re- 
quired in treating it, and the following instances will 
show that Dr. Brice is sometimes wanting in these re- 
spects. Atp.113 he states that “the rule as to cere- 
monial” laid down in Westerton v. Liddell “does not 
apply in all its strictness to matters of ritual and doc- 
trine.” At p. 35 his statement of this rule begins “ in 
the performance of the services, rites, and ceremonies.” 
At p. 25 he confuses the first and second Prayer-books of 
Edward, and misstates the period during which the first 
was in use, At p. 376 he represents the Dean of 


Arches and the Privy Council as both giving a particular 
reason for their decisions in Simpson v. Flamank, whereas 
the Judicial Committee expressly disclaimed that reason. 


At p. 28, after stating that “the chief festivals of the 
Church have special services appointed for use on their 
anniversaries,” headds, “ With respect tothe other holidays 
and Saints’ days there is no express provision, and the 
observance of them is left to each person’s discretion.” 
But as the table in the Prayer-book of “all the feasts 
that are to be observed in the Church of England” con- 
tains only days for which special services are appointed, 
the observance of other days in the Church of England 
in public worship must be illegal. Dr. Brice recognizes 
Sir R. Phillimore’s decision in the Purchas case that it was 
unlawful to give notice that there would be special ser- 
vices on other Saints’ days,e.g., the Feast of St. Britius, 
referring as the reason to this table of “all the feasts; ”’ 
but while he accepis the decision, he disregards the rea- 
son. At p. 404, in commenting upon the Public Wor- 
ship Act, Dr. Brice remarks :— The evidence must. be 
given viva voce and upon oath. It is not said ‘ oath or 
afirmution’ since the only parties and witnesses con- 
templated are members of the Church of England.” If 
this were correct a clergyman might, to a considerable 
extent, protect himself from the Act by employing offi- 
cials and servants who have conscientious objections to 
taking oaths. But, in fact, under the Act “for shorten- 
ing the language of Acts of Parliament,” (13 & 14 Vict. 
c. 21), the word “ oath” includes “ affirmation.” 


In passing sentence of penal servitude for life ona man 
found guilty at Maidstone, on Thursday last, of assault 
with intent to murder, Mr. Justice Brett said that a dark 
cloud of crime sometimes pissed over a country, and in this 
country at the present time crime seemed to take the form 
of brutal deadly violence, first to men and now even to 
defenceless women, But if juries were firm in discharging 
their duty, and judges were firm—as he believed they meant 
to be—in administering the law, it would be found strong 
enough to repress these outrages, and there could be no need 
of any alteration of the law, 
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Puates. 


As A MATTER of some little interest and curiosity, we may 
draw our readers’ attention to the fact that out of the cageg 
reported in this week's issue of the Weei/y Reporter, no lesg 
than seven involve important questions on costs or practice, 
We may summarize them briefly as follows : —In Paddon y, 
Winch. legacies amounting to £650 were charged on land 
worth £2,000. Ina suit against the purchaser of the land for 
the purpose of realizing the charge, Bacon, V.C. (revers. 
ing the decision of the taxing master), held that the costg 
were payable on the lower scale. [un JHuarloe v. Harloe, 
Hall, V.C., decided that a direction in a will to pay 
“testamentary expenses” out of a particular fund, 
throws on the fund the costs of a suit to administer 
the estate. In The Merchant Banking Company y, 
Maud, the costs of a third counsel on an appeal were 
disallowed, although, under the circumstances, the em. 
ployment of the third counsel did not increase the burden 
cast on the losing party. There were two sets of defend. 
ants; one had retained two counsel, the other had re. 
tained Sir Roundell Palmer and another. The latter de 
fendant could not be heard on the whole case before the 
Court of Appeal, and by arrangement he gave up Sir R, 
Palmer to his co-defendant, and went in with only oue 
counsel. The defendants were successfal, but Bacon, V.C.,, 
upheld the taxing master in refusing the costs of the third 
counsel. Powell v. Elliott, before the full Court of Appeal 
in Chancery, is another case on costs. Vale v. Oppert, be. 
fore the Lords Justices, involved the question of the effect of 
a solicitor’s lien on his client’s documents, and the right of 
the other parties ina suit to their production. Murphy v, 
Winn, before the Master of the Rolls, may be given in the 
words of the head-note: “ Plaintiff requiring an ansWer to 
an amended bill, the court, cons‘dering the case not provided 
for by the Orders, directed the Clerk of Records and Writs 
to seal a copy of the amended bill with a special indorse- 
ment,” such indorsement being the words: ‘The plaintiff 
requiring an answer.” And lastly, in Lloyd v. Lloyd, Bacon, 
V.C., on further consideration in an administration suit, 
allowed a trustee certain payments which had been dis- 
allewed him by the chief clerk, although the time for re- 
viewing the chief clerk's certificate had expired. 


Ox Monpay 3ast, in a case of Ex parte Reader, the 
question arose whether there is any limit of time within 
which, after an issue of fact has been tried by a jury, 
application must be made for a new trial. In 2x parte 
Brown (22 W. R. 602, L. R. 9 Ch. 304) it was decided that, 
by analogy to rule 143 of 1870, which fixes twenty-one 
days as the limit within which an appeal must be brought 
from any order made by a court of first instance, an 
application for a re-hearing must, as a general rule, be 
made within the samo period ; otherwise the provisions 
of rule 143 might be evaded by the device of getting the 
case re-heard in the same court, and then appealing from 
the order made upon the re-hearing. In Ex parte Leader 
it was contended that an application for a new trial of an 
issue of fact by a jury ought to be made within the same 
limit of time. But the Chief Judge held that, as there 
had been merely a finding of a jury, and no order conse- 
quent thereon had been made by the judge, the analogy 
did not apply, and that an order for a new trial had been 
properly made, although more than twenty-one days had 
elapsed after the original finding before the application 
for a new trial was made, 


BEFORE THE BANKRUPTCY Act or 1869 it was necessary 
that a petitioning creditor’s debt shoald be a debt due at 
law and in equity. Tho Act of 1869, section 6, provides 
that ‘‘the debt of the petitioning creditor must be 
liquidated sum due at law or in equity.” On Monday, ia 
Ex parte Cooper, the question was raised whether the 
equitable assignee of a debt could present a bankraptey 
petition against the debtor in his own name, withoub 
joining the assignor as co-petitioner. Mr. Registrar 
Pepys doubted whether this could be done; the Chief 
Judge held that it could. 
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Jr sEEMS that, in the case of Carl Vogt. the question as to 
shether the Federal ecur's of the United States, upon an ap- 

jeation for extradition. can examine into the sufficiency of 
the evidence given before the commissioner who has ordered 
the warrant of commitment to issne, has been settled, in 
gecordance with Re Heilbron (12 N. Y. Leg. Obs. 65) and 
fe Veremaitre (9 Ibid. 137), against the right of the Federal 
urt to investigate the evidence. The judgment was given 
by Judge Blatchford, and Judge Woodruff concurred in it. 
Itis state 1 that Vogt has at last been surrendered to the 
Belgian authorities. 








THE LAND TRANSFER BILL. 


faz following, among other amendments, are to be 
moved in committee by the members mentioned below :— 

Mr. Alfred Marten.—Clause 120, page 37, after line 32, 
add “ The assistant registrar so attached, and, upon his 
ceasing to hold his said office, any assistant registrar here- 
after appointed, being a barrister of ten years’ standing at 
the least, whom the Lord Chancellor shall from time to 
time nominate for the purpose, if he think fit to make 
such nomination, shall be called the vice-registrar. 

“The vice-registrar shall co-operate with the registrar 
in the conduct of the business of the office, and muy exer- 
cise such of the powers vested in the registrar by this Act 
as shall be prescribed, and shall have the same indemnity 
ais by this Act given to the registrar, and there shall be 
the same appeal as in the case of the registrar, and any 
order made by the vice-registrar may in like manner as in 
cases of orders made by the registrar be made orders of 
and enforced by the court. 

“The vice-registrar shall hold his office during good 
behaviour, and the provisions in this Act contained as to 
the retiring pension of the registrar to be appointed under 
this Act shall be applicable to the retiring pension of the 
vice-registrar. In the event of a vice-registrar being 
appointed registrar, his service as assistant registrar or 
vice-registrar shall, for the purpose of his retiring pen- 
sion, be reckoned as equivalent to service as a registrar.” 

Mr. Attorney-General.—Page 21, after clause 65, insert 
the following clause :—(Registry of land below high water 
mark.) If it appears to the registrar that any land, appli- 
cation for registration whereof is made to him, comprises 
land below high water mark at ordinary spring tides, he 
shall not register the land unless and until] he is satisfied 
that at least one month’s notice in writing of the applica- 
tion has been given to the Board of Trade; and in case of 
land in the county palatine of Lancaster, also to the proper 
oficer of the Duchy of Lancaster; and in case of land in 
the counties of Cornwall or Devon, also to the proper 
oficer of the Duke of Cornwall; and in all other cases 
also to the Commissioners of her Majesty’s Woods, Forests, 
and Land Revenues. 

: Mr, Alfred Marten.—After clause 59, insert the follow- 
ing clanse :—(Power to remove land from register.) Every 
registered proprietor of freehold or leasehold land may, 
inthe prescribed manner, remove such land or any part 
thereof from the register. 

_ The removal shall be completed by the registrar enter- 
ug on the register a minute thereof. 

All estates, charges, rights, interests, equities, and 
powers subsisting in, on, or over any land at the time of 
isremoval from the register shall continue to subsist in, 
on, or over the same notwithstanding such removal ; but 
such land, estates, charges, rights, interests, equities, and 
powers shall, from and after such removal, be held, en- 
Joyed, exercised, transferred, transmitted, dealt with, and 
disposed of in the same manner and with the same inci- 
dents and effect in all respects as other unregistered land 
and similar estates, charges, rights, interests, equities, 
and powers in, on, or over such land, 

All the provisions in this Act contained as to notices, 
Cautions, inhibitions or other restrictions upon or against 
any transfer of or other dealing with registered land 
shall, so far as the same are applicable, extend to any re- 
moval of land from the register ; and no removal of any 
land from the register shall take place without thé pre- 
Nous consent, to be testified in the prescribed manner, of 
Srery person entitled to any registered charge thereon. 

Mr. Jackson.—Page 25, leave out clause 80, and insert 





the following clause :—Removal of land fro™ re sister. 
(Power to remove land from register, 25 & 23 Vict. ¢. 53, 
s. 34.) The registered proprietor of any registered land 
may, with the consent of all persons appearing by the 
register to be interested in such land, remove the same 
from the register, and thereupon the register shall, as 
respects such land, be deemed to be closed. 

Mr. Gregory.—To move the following clauses :—(Re- 
moval of land from registry of title.) The registered 
proprietor of any land entered on the register of title 
may, with the consent of all persons appearing by the 
register to be interested in such land, remove the same 
from the register; and thereupon the register of title 
shall, as respects such land, be deemed to be closed. 

When the register of title in respect of uny registered 
land is closed, there shall not be entered on the register 
any farther transfer of or further charge on such land, 
but there may be made on the register any entries in 
relation to the title already registered which might have 
been made if the register of such land had not been closed, 
and the registered title of any such land shall, so far as it 
extends, have the same effect in all respects as if it had 
been continued. 

(No priority to be acquired by tacking in case of notice.) 
No priority or protection shall be given or allowed to any 
estate, right, or interest in land by reason of such estate, 
right, or interest being protected by or tacked to any 
legal or other estate or interest in such land, where the 
person who would otherwise have acquired such priority 
or protection, or the person through whom he derives 
title otherwise than by purchase for valuable considera- 
tion, had, at the time when such priority or protection 
would otherwise have been acquired by him, notice of the 
estate or interest in derogation or to the prejudice of 
which such priority or protection would otherwise have 
operated. 

(Abolition of executory devises.) A devise’ in the will 
of any testator made after the passing of this Act in 
terms which if this Act had not been passed would either 
expressly or by implication of law have conferred on the 
devisee an estate in feo simple in any hereditaments de- 
vised thereby, mbject to an executory devise or limita- 
tion over to take effect in the event of the devisee dying 
without leaving a child or children living at his death, or 
without leaving issue living at his death, shall confer on 
such devisee an estate in fee simple in the same manner 
as if such executory devise or limitation over had not 
been contained in such will. 








THREE LEADING AMERICAN ADVOCATES, 
Tue Albany Law Journal gives the following estimate of 
the leading advocates in the Bescher-Tilton case:— 

We have for many years believed that, asa mere declaimer, 
Mr. Beach stands, not only at the head of the American bar, 


but at the head of all American orators. His oratorical 
style is well-nigh perfection. A presence of rare manly 
beauty and dignity, a voice of great power and sweetness, a 
vocabulary singularly affluent and sonorous, an unquenchs 
able enthusiasm, and a masculine nobility and vigour of 
thought, make him a great master of oratory. In regard to 
his elocution Mr. Beach has but a single defect; his ges- 
tures are constrained, awkward, and violent. As a forensic 
rhetorician we think he is too level, and that his level is too 
high. He would gain in effect by having more conversa- 
tional and familiar passages. The thunder is grand, but we 
don’t want always to hear it. He commands rather than 
persuades, and men sometimes set their faces against such 
advocacy. As an advocate Mr. Beach suffers from a lack 
of two gifts—humour and the power of illustration—very 
important defects in an advocate. In the tormer of these 
qualities he is strikingly inferior to Mr. Evarts and in the 
latter to Mr. Porter. In his conduct of a case Mr. Beach 
is remarkably self-possessed, fertile, and courageous, but 
lacks tact and knowledge ofhuman nature. We think, too, 
from a pretty intimate knowledge of him, that his culture 
is by no means so broad as that of either of his antagonists. 
He is not a man of many books, except law books. Stili, he is 
not by any means a genius; he is simply a man of the highest 
order of legal talents. It may be inferred from the foregoing 
that we do not give him the very highest place as an advo- 
cate at mist privs. But before an appellate court, in the dis- 
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cussion of pure questions of law, we regard him as the 
head of the American bar. There his grand manner, his 
elevated style, his noble scorn of petty arguments, and his 
various and profound legal learning, find their proper place. 
This is a higher sphere than persuading juries, and Mr. 
Beach should addict himself to it. It is in this walk, and not 
in the service of such men as Stokes, Barnard, and Tilton, 
that he will find his permanent and most satisfactory fame. 

Sivgularly enough, in Mr. Porter we find a life-long pro- 
fessional antagonist of Mr. Beach. It is gratifying to know 
that, like two athletes who have long struggled doubtfully 
for the mastery, they bave the profoundest respect for each 
other. A more complete contrast to Mr. Beach than Mr. 
Porter, in every point of view, could not be imagined. In 
person rather insignificant and in manner apparently some- 
what theatrical, he possesses none or few of the graces of the 
orator. But he possesses something which is more effective, 
namely, the indefinable magnetism which enables some rare 
men to fascinate their auditors. In our opinion Mr. Porter 
comes nearer to being a genius than any other man at our 
bar. If we were called on to point out his most prominent and 
potent characteristic, we should say it is bis dramatic power. 
His trial of a cause from the start is a consecutive drama. 
No question and no suggestion but has some connection in 
his mind with his final argument. We have watched his 
wondrous power in this respect until we have grown to re- 
gard itas something almost magical. It has sometimes 
seemed to us almost as if he swayed the cause at his own 
sovereign pleasure. In summing up, his glowing imagina- 
tion, his exquisite ingenuity, his magnificent generaliza- 
tions, his manly pathos, his faculty of grouping and con- 
trasting facts, his fertility of illustration, and his vivid and 
dramatic rhetoric, seize upon the listener and carry bim 
out of himself, and make him the property of the orator. 
Mr. Beach fills us with admiration of the advocate, Mr. 
Porter makes us in love with his cause; Mr. Beach lifts us 
up, Mr. Porter carries us away; when we listen to the one 
we are afraid we shall yield, when we hear the other we yield 
without knowing it. - As we have not hesitated to speak 
of Mr. Beach’s deficiencies as an advocate, so we shall allude 
to what seems to us Mr. Porter’s main defect. He always 
strikes us, on reflection, as an actor. He isjust as effective 
in a bad case as in a goodone. The cause lends him no 
aid; he makes the cause, At the moment we yield, just as 
the jury does. If he has the last word, the day is his. But 
we suspect that if he is to be answered by a strong man, his 

wondrous spell might fade. 

We now come to Mr. Evarts, who has a more extended 
reputation than cither of his brethren. With a world-wide 
celebrity asa lawyer and a statesman, he stands as the repre- 
sentative man of our profession. But Mr. Evarts is not a 
shining orator, and consequently cannot be compared with 
Mr, Beach or Mr. Porter as anadvocate. In several essen- 
tials, however, we think he surpasses both of them. In 
humour, in adroitness, in judgment, in patience, in self- 
mastery, and in a knowledge of law in its highest and 
broadest sense, he is in our opinion facile princeps. As we 
are not @ juryman, we confess that, after quaking at the 
thunders of Beach, and growing feverish over the drama of 
Porter, it is refreshing to listen to the calm, clear logic of a 
man like Evarts. If one considers a case under Beach's 
presentation it is like looking at an object through a 
superior magnifying glass; when Porter presents it, you 
gaze through a variously-stained glass window of many 
panes ; when Evarts presents it, you see it through a broad 
clear pane of French plate. We had feared, however, that 
Mr. Evarts would not appear to his best advantage in this 
tiial. We had supposed that his proper and exclusive arena 
was where grave constitutional questions are discuased, as 
for instance on the impeachment trial of President Johnson. 
But his conduct of this case has been a surprise to us, as 
we dare say it has been to every one else. It seems to us 
that it has been faultless. In every point of view, a8 an 
examiner and cross-examiner, in the discussion of points of 

+ evidence, and in the summing-up, he has exhibited the most 
varied and admirable talents of a lawyer. His cross-exami- 
nation of Theodore Tilton, in our judgment, was an un- 

walled masterpiece, and his final argument, while it must 
yield to those of his brethren in brilliancy and declamatory 
force, must have left a deeper mark on the jury than theirs. 
Mr, Evarts’ rhetoric is far from being a model, somewhat dif- 
fuse and involved ; but in spite of all seeming disadvantages 
he has the art to appear less an advocate and more a disinter- 
ested judge than either of his compeers, 
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General CorresponVence. 


County CourT EXTENSION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal, ] 


Sir,—London creditors have much trouble in recoverin 
debts made by travellers in the provinces, as the orders for 
delivery rarely go beyond delivery to the rail, even where 
the customer pays carriage per rail, 

Since the County Courts Act, 1856, creditors carrying on 
business in any of the ten metropolitan courts can sueg 
debtor in any other of these districts, independent of the 
cause of action, and this useful section was applied to the 
City of London Court by the last Act of 1867, but in that 
court the judge invariably decides against plaintiffs suin 
debtors in the country, where the orders are for delivery to 
railways outside the city. 

I recently learned that a totally different view of the law 
prevails in Southwark, the judge of that court ruling in 
favour of his jurisdiction, in an action against a tradesman in 
Bristol, on an order obtained there to be sent, as the traveller 
swore, in their usual way, per Great Western Railway from 
Paddington, the defendant paying railway carriage certainly, 
therefore delivery at Paddington was a delivery to the 
defendant, but I contended out of the Southwark district ; 
but it was held that the statute made the metropolitan 
courts one, and, therefore, delivery in any part madeg 
cause of action for the plaintiff in any other. 

With diffidence, I doubt this ruling, and cannot see how 
the power to sue defendants dwelling or carrying on business 
ina metropolitan district can give jurisdiction against a 
defendant outside the metropolis by the mere receipt of 
goods within, assuming the carrier’s agency for defendant 
to the utmost. The 19 & 20 Vict. c. 108, s. 18, does not 
say a word abont cause of action, but is limited to “ dwelling 
or carrying on business.” Does the mere receipt of goods 
by a carrier constitute a carrying on of business by the 
consignee where so received ? 

G. ManLey WETHERPIELD. 

1, Gresham-buildings, E.C., July 20. 










Re Sotomon and Davey, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal.] 

Sir,—On reading the minutes of the order made by Vice- 
Chancellor Hall in Re Solomon and Davey (as reported in 
last week’s number of the Solicitors’ Journal), I am inclined 
to think that some mistake must have crept either into the 
minutes or the report. 

The order, as reported, is stated to be that ‘‘ the vendor 
do, within seven days from the service of this order, 
answer the third requisition of the said Frances Davey ag. 
to whether the vendor is, or her solicitors are, aware of any 
judgments, &c., affecting the property not disclosed by the 
abstract.” Can it be that a vendor is bound to answer for 
the knowledge of his solicitor? It is surely enough if he 
answer as to his own. ‘The requisition has become so usual. 
that any decision of Vice-Chancellor Hall must have great 
weight with the profession ; and it is important that the 
precise terms of the order should be understood. 

F, H. Prege. 

[Our report contained the exact words of the order 
made by the Vice-Chancellor, a copy of which now lies be- 
fore us.—Ep. S. J.] 





Tue Parents Bitt. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal,} 


Sir,—In your critique last Saturday on the report of the 
Select Committee on Acts of Parliament, you state that the 
session has indeed produced in the Patents Bill one very 
meritorious specimen of the work of the office of Parliamen- 
tary Counsel, but you must regard it as a happy omen of 
what may be, rather than as fairly representing what is. But 
it appears incidentally in the evidence given before that com- 
mittee by Mr. F. S. Reilly (questions 558, 559, 592—595) 
that he is the draftsman of that Bill, and that he has no 
connection with the office of the Government Parliamentary 
Counsel, C. BE, Jemmerr. 
Lincoln’s-inn, July 21. 
me are sorry to have to give up the happy omen.—Eo. 
J. 
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Appaintutents, Ete. 


Mr. Naraantet Baker, barrister, has been ap- 
ited Secretary to the Royal Commission to inquire 
isto the practice of subjecting live animals to experiments 
fescientific purposes. Mr. Baker was called to the bar 
ithe Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 1867, and is a mem- 
tr of the Oxford Circuit and the Worcestershire and 
Gloucestershire Sessions. 


Mr. Peter DE Eco LeEsrizLp Cott, solicitor, of Mary- 
prt, has recently been appointed Clerk to the School 
fords of Dearham, Flimby, Holme St. Cuthberts, 
Aspatria and Brayton, and Seaton and Camerton, and also 
(lerk to the Burial Board for Dearham, Ellenborougb, and 
Iranrigg- 

Mr. Gzorce Burrow Grecory, solicitor, M.P. for East 
§ussex, has been elected President of the Council of the 

ted Law Society for the ensuing year. Mr. 
Gregory is the son of the late Mr. John Swarbreck Gregory 
glicitor, and was born in 1813. He was educated at 
Bin and ‘at Trinity College, Cambridge, where he 
gadnated as B.A, in 1836. He was admitted a 
wlicitor in 1841, and is now the head of the. 
frm of Gregory, Rowcliffes, and Rawle, of 1, Bedford-row 
n 1868 he was returned for East Sussex in the Conserva- 
tive interest, and in 1874 he was re-elected without oppo- 
sitio, Mr. Gregory is treasurer of the Foundling Hospi- 
tl,a director and trustee of the Legal and General Life 
Inurance Company, and a director of the Solicitors’ 
Benevolent Association. 


Mr. RopertT Grorck WynpHAM HeErpert, barrister, 
prmanent Under-Secretary of State for the Colonies, has 
hen appointed a Deputy-Lieutenant for Cambridgeshire. 


Mr. Epcar JoHN MEYNELL, county court judge for Cir- 
ait No. 2, and Recorder of Doncaster, has been appointed 
torevise the Municipal Lists for the newly-incorporated 
Borough of Jarrow. 


Mr. Henry Constrr Passman, solicitor, of Leamington 
md Warwick, has been elected as the first Town Clerk of 
the newly-incorporated Borough of Leamington. Mr. 
Passman was admitted a solicitor in 1859, and has been 
forseveral years clerk to the Leamington Local Board of 
Health. He is also clerk to the guardians of the War- 
wick Union. 

Mr. Witn1am ALFRED Prince, solicitor, of 2, Gresham- 
inildings, Basinghall-street, has been elected Secretary 
md Agent of the Middlesex Liberal Registration Associa- 
tion, 

Mr, Francis SavacE Rertty, barrister, has been ap- 
pointed by the Lord Chancellor to be Arbitrator ynder the 

n Assurance Arbitration Act of the present year. 
Mr, Reilly is the son of the late James Miles Reilly, 
Tq., barrister, of Cloan-Eaven, Downshire, by the 
dsughter of the first Viscount Bangor, and he was born in 
1828, He was educated at Trinity College, Dublin, and 
was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Easter Term, 
1851, and he is an equity draftsman and conveyancer. He 
has acted as assessor in the Albert and European arbitra. 
tions, and has edited the reports of the decisions of Lords 
Westbury, Cairns, and Romilly therein. Mr. Reilly has 
to had a large experience in parliamentary drafting, 
especially of Government Bills, and he was a mem- 
ber of the Digest Commission and of the Lord Chan- 
cillor’s Committee for the Revision of the Statutes. He 
bas also acted as a referee for the Board of Trade under 
the Metropolitan Gas Company's Acts. 


Messrs. Henry Wricnut & Jonn James Warerwortn, 
wlicitors, of Keighley, have been appointed Solicitors to 
the Keighley School Board. 


Mr, Henry Tuomas Youna, solicitor (of the firm of 
Walters, Young, Walters, and Deverell), of 9, New-square, 
lincoln’s-inn, has been elected Vice-President of the 

ii of the Incorporated Law Society for the ensuing 
yar. Mr. Young was admitted a solicitor in 1844, and 
4adirector of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association, of 





the Legal and General Life Insurance Company, and of 
the Law Fire Insurance Company. 


New Commissioner ror TaktnG ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS. 
Mr. J. Perry Goprrey, Gray’s-inn, (City of London» 
County of Middlesex, City and Liberties of Westminstery - 

and County of Surrey). 


New Commis310ners For TakiNG AFFIDAVITS. 

Mr. Henry Ricuarp Moyse Betwanrp (of the firm of 
Walker, Twyford, Belward, & Whitfield), of 5, Southamp- 
ton-street, Bloomsbury. 

Mr. Henry Maxwett Datsron, of 161, Piccadilly. 

Mr. THomas Wittias Payne, of 2, King’s-road, Bedford. 
row. 


The Right Hon. the Earl Spencer, K.G., has been elected 
Chairman of Quarter Sessions for Northamptonshire, ia 
succession to the Right Hon. George Ward Hunt, M.P., . 
resigned. 

Mr. Bulwer, Q.C., M.P., has written to contradict the 
report that he ia about to receive a colonial judgeship. 








MR. JUSTICE FIELD AND THE MIDLAND 
SOLICITORS. 


THE solicitors practising on the Midland Circuit have taken 

the opportunity of Mr. Justice Field’s appointment as judge 
of that circuit to express their congratulations. At Derby on 

the 14th inst. a deputation of solicitors, introduced by Mr. 

Samuel Leech, under-sheriff of Derby, wait-d: upon his 

lordship to congratulute him upon his elevation to the 

bench, and his coming to his old circuit. Mr. Barber, the 
clerk of the peace for the county, addressd his lordship, 

and stated how hizhly the deputation appreciated the 
qualities which had distinguished his lordship at the bar, 

and the genial and kindly manner in which he had 
always acted towards them. His lor‘sbip in reply said :—I 
cannot tell you how pleased I em with this address, for this 

reason, that it is a testimony to my conduct, which has 
been before you for many years. You have known me long, 

and I think no gentlemen have known me better than you 

have, and when [| ‘ind gentlemen of high honour in your 

position coming forward on an occasion like this to testify 

your respe.t and esteem fer me, it adds the greatest possible 
gratification and pleasure to the high appointment which I 

have received. At Nottingham, on Tuesday, during the 

adjournment of the court for luncheon, the solicitors of the 

town presented an illuminated address to Mr, Justice Field, 

congratulating him on his elevation to the judicial bench. The 

presentation was made by Mr. Browne, the borough coroner, 

on behalf of his professional brethren, many of whom were 

present. His lordship thanked them very warmly for the 

unexpect«d tribute of their esteem. He knew the sincerity 

of their congratulations, and he valued them «n that account,. 
but he valued them still more b: cause of the high ch«racter, . 
the honour, and th integrity of the numerous body of 

gentlemen who offered them. He had ever striven to do 

his duty, but he had done no more, and he had received a 

reward far beyond any merits of his own. He could promise 

them that the same simple honesty of purpose which had 

always actuated him while practising at the bar should 

influence him to do his duty as a judge. 





= 





A meeting of the Articled Clerks’ Society was held at 
Clement’s-inu Hall, on Wednesday last, when the new rules. 
of the society were settled, 

On Monday a deputation of Jarrow ratepayers waited 
upon Mr, Meynell, the county court judge, respecting the 
necessity of a separate county court being held at Jarrow, 
so as to prevent persons living in that locality travelling to 
South Shields. Mr. Meynell replied that he would give the 
subject attention, and in the meantime he advised the depu- 
tation to petition the Lord Chancellor. 
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Obttuarp. 


MR. WILLIAM ADAM MUNDELL, Q.C. 


Mr. William Adam Mandell, Q.C., died at his resi- 
dence, 15, Buckingham Palace-gardens, on the L5thinst., at 
the age of sixty. Mr. Mandell was the son of the late Mr. 
Alexauder Mundell, and he was born iu 1815. He com- 
menced his career as a clerk in the office of Messrs. 
Berridge & Morris, solicitors, of Leicester, and he was sub- 
sequently managing clerk to Messrs. Calthrop & Co., of 
Whitehall-place. Having afterwards decided on trying his 
fortunes at the bar he entered as a student at the Middle 
Temple, where he was called to the bar in Easter Term, 
1846. He joined the Midland Circuit and the Leicester- 
shire and Northamptonshire Sessions, and his former con- 
nection soon brought him country business, which was in 
time followed by a share of junior business in London. Mr. 
Mundell became a Queen's Counsel in 1866. He enjoyed 
for several years a large practice at the parliamentary bar, 
mainly in connection with Scotch railways. He published 
in 1848 a “ Digest of Crimicval Statutes and Cases from 
1846—48.” 


MR. HENRY TREFUSIS SMITH. 


Mr. Henry Trefusis Smith, one of the oldest solicitors in 
Devonshire, died at his residence at Devonport on Sunday, 
the 11th inst., at the advanced age of eighty. Mr. Smith 
was the son of the late Mr. John Smith, solicitor, of 
Devonport. He was born in 1795, and was admitted a 
solicitor in 1816. He had practised in the town ever since 
that date, first in partnership with his father, then for 
several years alone, afterwards with his son, the late 
Mr. Albert Smith, and finally with Mr. Charles Henry 
Benett. Mr. Smith had a very large private practice, 
numbering among his clients many of the landed gentry in 
Devonshire and Cornwall. He was steward to the property 
of Mr. Pole Carew, to the Cornwall estates of Lord Clinton, 
and also to the large manor of Calstock. He was a com- 
missioner for taking affidavits both in chancery and at com- 
mon law. Mr. Smith’s politics were Conservative, and he 
took an active part in many contests in both county and 
borough. 
caused a feeling of universal regret. 








A large number of members of the New York bar, says 
the Albany Law Journal, recently tendered a public dinner 
to Attorney-General Pierrepont, but the Attorney-General 
declined it, adding: “If, through the Divine guidance, I can 
persevere to the end of my official course so as to meet the 
approval of my brethren of the bar and of other good men, 
I sha!l ask no more reward; and until then permit me to 
decline the banquet which you so kindly offer, and for 
which evidence of your encouragement I am sincerely 
grateful.” 


A “City Solicitor’ writes to the Times as follows :— 
While the matter is still before Parliament it may be 
well to ask whether one of the provisions of the Judicature 
Act, 1873 (section 25, sub-section 6), is thoroughly under- 
stood by the public. I refer to the provision which will 
allow the assignee of a debt to sue for the same in his own 
name. Hitherto, an action has always had to be brought 
in the name of the assignor, and the original parties to the 
transaction have, therefore, been brought face to face in 
court, and were responsible, according to the result of the 
case, for the costs of the litigation. Henceforward, how- 
ever, the costs of the attempt to enforce an alleged debt 
(perhaps the result of some very complicated transactions) 
will have to be recovered from the assignee, and not from 
the assignor, the person with whom the transaction 
originated. Further, in respect to contracts with foreign 
houses the provision will insure the foreigner a ready 
means of attempting to enforce a claim without the 
necessity of finding any security for costs. Other instances 
of the effect of the operation of this section might be 
suggested, but the foregoing are, perhaps, sufficient to in- 
duce some expression of opinion on the subject by the 
mercantile community, 


He was greatly respected, and his death has , 





———<——=. 


Varltantent ant Heqislation, 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
July 20.—F'rtenpry Socreries. 

On the report of amendments made in this Bill being 
brought up, the Earl of Mortey moved an amendment in 
clause 14 to the effect that if the Government registrar wag 
dissatisfied with the audit of accounts presented to him by 
any society, he might order a further audit to be made 
a public auditor in the manner pr-svribed by the Bill. —Ear] 
Beaucaamp could not accept the amendment, and it wag 
withdrawn, 

On clause 28, which provides for payments on the death 
of children under ten years of age, the Earl of Rosepery 
moved the insertion of words which would enable a socie' 
to hand over any sum payable on the death of such child, 
not only to the parents, but, ‘‘if there were no parent 
living, to the grandparent, uncle, aunt, or other relative who 
had stood in loco parentis to the child.” —Earl BrEAucHawe 
objected to the argendment, and on a division it was rejected 
by 50 to 28. 

Potice Expenses. 

This Bill was read a second time. 


Copyricut or DesiGns. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


Nartionat Desr (Srnxinc Fvunp), 
This Bill was read a third time. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
July 16.—Conspmacy anp Prorection or Properrry, 


The House went into committee on this Bill. 

Mr. Cross moved a new clause—viz., ‘‘The Criminal 
Law Amendment Act, 1871, shall be and is hereby re 
pealed.”—The clause was added to the Bill. 

Mr. Cross moved, as another new clause, ‘‘ Every per- 
son who, with a view to compel any other person to abe 
stain from doing or to do any act which such other person 
has a legal right to do or abstain from doing, shall use 
violence to any person or any property, or shall threaten 
or intimidate any person in such manner as would justify 
a justice of the peace in binding over the person so 
threatening or intimidating to keep the peace, and every 
person who, with a view seriously to annoy or intimidate 
any other person, shall persistently follow such other per 
son abont or hide any property owned or used by such 
other person, or deprive him of or kinder him in the us 
thereof, or watch or beset the place where such other per 
son resides or is, or the approach to such place, or shall 
with one or more persons follow such person in a disor 
derly manner in or through any street or road, shall be 
liable to imprisonment, with or without hard labonr, fora 
term not exceeding three months,.”’—The clause was added 
to the Bill.—Mr. Bristowe moved the insertion after 
‘‘shall,” in the 3rd line of the clause, of the words 
‘with the view aforesaid.’’—The amendment was agreed 
to.—Mr. W. E. Forsrer moved the insertion in the 6th 
line, after “ peace,” of the words “on complaint made,” 
The amendment was agreed to.—Mr. MunDELLA moved ia 
line 12, after ‘‘ liable to,” to insert ‘‘a fine not exceeding 
£20, or to.”’—The amendment was agreed to, and the 
clause as amended was added to the Bill. 

The preamble was agreed to, and the Bill as amended 
was ordered to be reported to the House. 


EmpLoyers AND WoRKMEN. 

On the motion that this Bill, as amended, be considered, 
Mr. Cross moved at clause 3, page 2, line 14, after “ de 
fendant ” to leave out ‘‘ to’ and insert “ and one or more 
surety or sureties that the defendant will.”—Tho amend- 
ment was agreed to. 

Mr. Cross then moved at clause 9, page 5, after “ sam 
mary jurisdiction” to insert ‘* and in particular for the 
purpose of regulating the costs of any proceedings im & 
court of summary jurisdiction, with power to provide chat 
the same shall not exceed the costs which wouldin a si 
lar case be incurred in a county court.” —The amendm 
was agreed to, 


Mr. Cross moved, at clause 3, page 2, line 17, to leav@ 
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from ‘‘and may be,” inclusive, to the end of the 
4ug3e, and insert as a separate paragraph :—“ Any sum 
ij by a surety on behalf of a defendant in respect of a 
,earity under this Act, together with all costs incurred 
sach surety in respect of such security, shall be deemed 
ipbea debt dae to him from the defendant; and where 
shsecurity has been given in or ander the direction of 
seurt of summary jurisdiction, that court may order 

ment to the surety of the sam which has so become 
jetohim from the defendant.”—Tae ameudment was 


greed to. 

Juptcarcre Acr (1873) Amenpsenr (Satantes, &c.). 

Qa the motion for going into committee, Sir W. Har- 
quat protested against an indefinite multiplication in the 
mmber of the jadges. The Attorney-General had given 
wtice of an amendment, to be moved on the report of the 
Indicature Bill, which in a great degree obviated the ob- 
tions which had led him to give notice of opposi- 
tion to the Bill. Instead of creating two judges for the 
(ourt of Appeal, two of the commoa law judges were to 
eborrowed when their services were required. The 
wsertion that more judges were required was a most bitter 
qasure upon the Judicature Act. It was an admission 
tat it provided no real legal reform at all 
-that what it did was to create more judges.— 
Jr. Grecory said the number of remanets in the courts 
towed that the number of judges was not too great for 
the proper transaction of the business brought before the 
@urts. He trusted that under the new system there would 
eeontinuous sittings in London and Middlesex, and that 
nore time would also be given for the proper trial of civil 
uses on circuit. In his opinion an intermediate Court of 
Appeal was of great importance in reference to the working 
the Act of 1873. The presence of the chiefs of the re- 
ective courts could not be relied on inthe Court of Appeal. 
oucould, therefore, only rely on the two Lords Justices and 
the new judge to constitute the court. Now, three judges were 
qiteinadequateto dispose ofthe business. The Lords Justices 

present heard about 200 cases a year, and their business 
ine was quite as much as any court could dispose of prop- 
@ly. For the other appeal business there must be another 
eurt which would find full occupation. It was proposed 
litthis court should be made up of judges taken bap- 
hard pro hac vice, at the request of the chiefs. The result 
wuld be that when two strong judges were chosen, the courts 

{first instance would: be weak; and when two weak judges 

ae chosen the appeal court would be of the same character 
The general opinion of both branches of the legal profession 
ms that the common Jaw staff of officers was in excess of 
What was required. If the masters were brought together 
ud worked together instead of having them in each court 
we-third of their number might be dispensed with, and the 
ssociates and clerks of assize might be utilized and appointed 
tovacancies as the masters fell off. Again, many of the 
tks attached to these offices might also be saved ; and by 
these economies three judges might be provided with little 
ast to the country. —Mr. GLApsTone said it was certainly 
very melancholy reflection to himself that here once more 
ere was an entire breakdown of the promises which 
had been held out to the country with respect to the great 
tonomy of judicial time and power and the consequent 
tntraction of establishments which the important 
changes of the Judicature Act were to produce.— 
ir H. James said that actual experience of the 
Woking of the Judicature Act might show that the 
amber of judges could besafely reduced ; but the number 
mught not to be diminished on speculation, and certainly 
tot until the arrears of the present system had been 

wked off, and until we had tried and tested the 
ms of procedure under the new system, the introduction 
which was in itself a sufficient reason for maintaining 

ith a judicia! strength as would secure the new system a 
fir trial.—The ArrorNey-Generat said he had received 
‘Ommunications from all parts of the country—from 
udges, barristers, legal societies in London and the 
Ptovinces, large commercial constitueneies, and chambers 
7% cOmmerce—all urging upon him to maintain the full 

t of judges, on the ground that the judicial business 
the country required their services.—The House went 
mi committee, and the resolution providing for the expense 
Tetaining the number of the judges at eighteen, was 


Teed 


. 





PHARMACY. 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 


Wasurncroy Treaty (Crams Drstriputioy). 
This Bill passed through committee. 


July 21.—Scuoon Arrenpance 1n Towns. 
This Bill was withdrawn. 


CuELSEA BripGe. 
This Bill was read a third time. 


Canapa CopyricuHt. 
This Bill passed through committee. 


July 19.—Acricuntrvurat Honpines (ENGLAND). 


Oc the order of the day for resuming the committee upon 
this Bill, Mr. James Barcray moved “ That, instead of 
attempting to deal with all classes of agricultural improve- 
ments by optional provisions, as in the present Bill, it 
would be more satisfactory to the country to defer dealing 
with permanent improvements, aud to provide at present 
that compensation for temporary im;rovements be im- 
perative in all cases.’”,—Mr. Pease seconded the motion.— 
After a long discussion the motion was rejected by 303 to 
76.—The House then went into committee, and progress 
was immediately reported. 


Minit1a Laws Consonipation AND AMENDMENT. 
The House went into committee on this Bill.—Several 
clauses having been agreed to, progress was reported. 


County Courts. 
This Bill was read a third time. 


Pustic Works Loan. 
This Bill was read a third time. 


EccresiasticaL Frees Re-pistrrBurion. 
Mr. RusseLt Gurney moved the second reiding of this 
Bill, but the debate was adjourned. 


July 20.—Conspiracy AND Prorgcrion or PROPERTY. 

On the consideration of this Bill, as amended, Mr. W. 
Hoxms moved in clause 4, page 2, line 10, after “service,” 
to insert ‘‘or other contract,” his object being to make the 
provisions with respect to breach of contract applicable, 
not only to workmen, but to other persons who might have 
made a contract for the supply of gas or water to a town. 
—Mr. Cross opposed the amendment, and, on a division, 
it was rejected by 100 to 88. 

On clause 5, Sir J. Lussock moved to omit the words 
“ of service.”—The Arroxney-GENERAL declined to assent 
to the amendment, and on a division it was rejected by 137 
to 100. 

Sir W. Harcourt moved, in clause 8, an amendment to 
leave out from ‘‘abstain from doing’ to the end of the 
clause, and to insert ‘‘shall persistently follow such 
other person about, or hide any property owned or used by 
such other person, or deprive him of the use thereof, or with 
one or more persons follow such person in a disorderly 
manner, shall be liable to a fine not exceeding £20, or to 
imprisonment with or without hard labour for a term not 
exceeding three months.” —Mr. Cross opposed the amend- 
ment, which was rejected by 219 to 91. 

Clause 14 was, on the motion of Mr. Cross, struck out 
of the Bill. 

Mr. Cross, on clause 15, page 6, line 26, moved to in- 
sert, as a separate sub-section :—‘‘1. The Act of the session 
of the 34th and 35th years of the reign of her present 
Majesty, cap. 32, intituled:—‘An Act to amend the 
criminal law relating to violence, threats, and molesta- 
tion. ”"—The motion was agreed to. 

The report was then agreed to. 


AGricuLtuRAL Hoxprnes. 

The House went into committee on this Bill. 

Clauses 1 and 2 were agreed to. 

On clause 3, Sir G. JENKINSON moved to insert, after the 
word “Ireland,” the words, ‘Nor shall it extend to any 
holding in England or Wales in respect of which a written 
agreementfis in existence between the landlord and his 
tenant atthe date of the commencement of this Act.”—Mr. 
DisraEti thought the amendment was not germane to the 
clause, which related to territorial extent, and not to 
tenancies.—After much discussion the amendment was 
withdrawn.—Clause 3 was agreed to. 

Clause 4 was postponed, 
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On clause 5 (tenants’ title to compensation), Mr. WAppy 
moved that the clause be postponed until the committee had 
an opportunity of considering clause 46.—The motion was 
negatived.—Mr. Goxpsmip called attention to the circum- 
stance that, besides the marginal note of this clause, 
**Tenants’ Title to Compensation,” it was preceded by a 
heading, ‘‘ Tenants’ Compensation for Improvements,” and 
he asked the chairman whether the heading was part of the 
Bill.—The Cuamrman said it was of the nature of a 
marginal note, which was no part of a Bill.—Mr. Jackson 
said he had known cases of doubtful construction of Acts of 
Parliament in which the courts had been influenced by the 
headings of clauses, and the sub-division of the Act into 
parts by means of such headings, and therefore it was 
important that the House should have some control over 
them.—Mr. W. Egerton said that if the clause were 
amended the heading could be altered on the report.—Mr. 
GoLpsMID contended that if the heading could be altered 
on the report it could be amended in committee. These 
headings were put in by the draftsman, who, as they 
were told last night, acted upon the strict orders of the 
Government ; and this heading embodied a principle he 
desired to oppose.—Mr. Dopson supported the ruling of the 
chairman that the heading of the clause was no more part 
of the Bill than the marginal note or the figures numbering 
the lines on each page, and said that when a Bill was passed 
those who bad charge of it could re-arrange and re-number its 
clauses if they thought it desirable to do so—Mr. Dititwxn 
contended that if a heading was no part of a Bill it had no 
business there.—The CuarrmMan repeated his ruling, and 
stated what was the next question for the consideration of 
the committee.—Sir T. Acuanp moved, clause 5, line 22, to 
leave out “executes,” and insert ‘‘lays out money,” in 
order that the word “ improvements ” might be struck out of 
the heading.—Mr. Disrarwi defended the use of the word 
“*improvements.”—The debate stood adjourned. 


CuELsea Brine. 
This Bill passed through committee. 


Wasurnoton Treaty (Cuaims Distrisvtion). 
This Bill was read a third time. 


Lunatic Asytums (IRELAND), 
This Bill, as amended, was considered. 
County Surverors’ ScprrannvaTIon (IreLAnp). 
This Bill was read a third time. 








Court Papers. 


BANKRUPTCY. 
Notice. 
The Chief Judge will sit in the London Bankruptcy 
Court in Jincoln’s-inn-fields on Monday, the 26th, and 
Friday, the 30th of July inst., to hear bankraptcy appeals. 


All parties having appeals entered must be ready to 
present. 


PUBLIC WORSHIP REGULATION ACT, 1874. 


FEES TO BE TAKEN BY THE Diocesan OR ProvincraL Recis- 
TRIES (Ay THE CASE MAY BE). 


It is ordered that the fees in the subjoined table be paid 
and received in the diocesan and provincial registries re- 
spectively, and that the proceeds be applied in discharge of 
the expenses of carrying the Act into execution, and in re- 
munerating the officers and persons employed therein, other 
than the judge, in such manner, at such times, and in such 
proportions as the judge shall frum time to time direct, until 
further order be made herein; provided always, that the 
fees received in the diocesan registries shall be applied ex- 
clusively to the expenses incurred and officers employed in 
the diocesan registries and courts, and the fees received in 
the provincial registries to the expenses incurred and persons 
employed in the provincial courts. 


Preparation of Instruments. 


£8. d. 
Registrar's receipt for documents . - 0 56 0 


Bishop’s notice to amend representations . . 010 0 
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Respondent's receipt for documents ; : 
Requisition by bishop as t» subm:siion . ° 
Consent to submit ° > . : : 
Transmission of special case for opinion of ju'ge . 
Transmission of representation to archbishop 
Requisition to judge to hear represeutation . ° 
Security for costs. ; - . . - 
Monition . . ; : ‘ € : 
Report from bishop t» judge of respondeni’s dis- 
obedience . ° ° . ; . ‘ . 
Inhibition . ° . : 
Relaxation of ditto ; : 5 é 4 
Precept as to cathedral church, &. . ° 
Sequestration of profits of dean and chapter 
Subpeena (for every witness) ; ° 
Monition for costs =. ; : ° 


Appearance. 
On entry of an appearance by proctor or solicitor 
On amending an appearance ; x , - 
Search for appearance s : . : 


Filing Fees. 
Filing representation . . : : ; 
Filing special case fur the opinion of the judge 
Filing answer to rejresentation . ° ‘ 
Filing reply, &c. . ; : ; ‘ 3 
Filing every affidavit orotherdocument not other- 
wise specified . x 


Reference to Registrar for his Report. 


On each reference as to the amount of further 
security to be given (including registrar’s report) 
Setting down, 


Setting down a special case for hearing 
Setting down a representation for hearing . 


Summons. 
Summons to attend in chambers . 
For entering judge’s order and summons 
Tf a final order in the matter : 


Notices, 
Preparing every notice required to bs given by the 
registrar . ‘ i , . 2 ‘ ‘ 


Hearing. 

On every hearing before the judge of a representa- 
tion or special case, to be paid by the party set- 
ting down the same . . : ‘ fos we 

Ifthe hearing continues more than one day, for 
every subsequent day or part of day, from the 
same party . Cry Pes hae? tate ‘ 


Entering Judyment or Order. 
Entering judgment, to be paid by the complainant 
If the special matter thereof shall exceed tive 
folios, for every additional folio : ° 
Entering any order or decree of judge not other- 
wise specified to be paid by the party obtaining 
the same (in case of doubt the judge to direct) 


Ofie: Copies and Extracts, 

For every office copy or extract of a minute, judg- 
ment, order, or other dccument, if five folios or 
under ; : $ . ° ‘ ‘é 

If exceeding five folios, per folio . 

Searches, 


Every search in the registry in r2ference to re- 
presentation . Laey : : ot te 


Attendances, 

Attendance to transmit any document required 
to be transmitted from the registry, in addition 
to postage and registration fee . . 

Attendance on the judge on any occasion 
thanahearing. . . ee See 

For attendance to serve respondent with represen- 
tation under rule No. 6, such asum is to be 
allowed as the bishop may consider reasonabie 
under the circumstances. 
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Oath. 


gery oath administered by a — to —_ 
ent . a 6 
fo making every exhibit ap Axed gee ° 
Taxing Costs. 
every bill of costs : 
Ween taxed as betwe2n conga and re- 
spondent, per folio . 
When taxed as between practitioner and 
client, per folio . 

Jor postponement of appointment for taxation of 
costs, to be paid by the party at whose instance 
the appointment is postponed : 

If the bill of costs is five folios or under 

If exceding five folios and under fifteen folios 

If exceeding fifteen folios . F ‘ 


Faculty. 
Yor every faculty granted in pursuance of the 
l4th section of the Act, unless otherwise or- 
dered by the judge . é * e : 3 


for 


Costs TO BE ALLOWED Procrtors or Soxicirors. 


Instructions, 
Jutructions for representation, answer, reply 
i, and for declarations, special see &e, 
Ditto to defend . . 
Ditto for brief, or case ‘for hearing 
Iithere are several witnesses and the brief is 
neessarily long an additional fee will be 
allowed. 
Representation, Fc., and Copies. 
Dnwing and engrossing i aaa if ten 
folios or under 
If exceeding ten folios, ‘for every " additional 
folio . 
Drawing and engrossing answer, reply, and other 
statements, if ten foliosor under. 
If exceeaing ten folios, for every additional 
folio . ; 
Copies of representation or ‘other statements to 
file, at per folio . . . ° ° ° 


Special Cuse. 
Intructions . 
Drawing special case for the judge’ $ opinion in- 
duding copy 
If exceeding ten folios, “for every " additional 
folio, including copy . ° ‘ ° . 


Case on Evidence, 
For case to advise on evidence, including copy 7” 
evancel ° . . ° ° 


Drawing Instruments. 

Dnwing any instrument to be filed in or issued 
by the registry for which no other fee is herein 
allowed, and for copy to be filed or issued : 

If five folios or under . ° 3 
If above five folios, per folio es 
Perusing and Abstracting. 

Tor perusing and abstracting representation, 
answer, &c., and all other papers, and exhibits 
of all kinds, per folio : 

Iffive folios or under . 3 . 
If above five folios, per ale . 
Briefs and Cases for Hearing. 
Tor drawing same, per folio Dadi . 
Toreach copy, per folio. , 


Maps and Plans, 


Por maps or plans . 


. each from 


Copies of same if required 


Afidavits. 
Dawing affidavit : 


f five folios or under, including copy . 
If above five folios, per folio, including copy 


. each from 


2 2 
Note.—All folios to consist of seventy-two words. 





Copies. 


For every plain copy of any anetiaitte per folio: 
If five folios or under . : 

If above five folios, per folio i ‘ ° 

If the same or any part thereof are required 

to be made fac-simile, for the part or parts 

copied fac-simile, in addition to the ahove, 

per folio . . ° = 7 3 ‘ 


Collating. 

For collating copy of any instrument with the 
original, or with another copy thereof, per 
folio, in addition to the fee for attendance : 

If five folios or under . ‘ ° ° 
If above five folios, -per folio 


' Notices. 
All notices, if three folios or es inclusive of 
copy and service 
If exceeding three om for every "additional 
folio = ; ° : ° 4 ‘ 
Summonees. 
Drawing summons. 
Copy of summons or order of | the jute and 
service . gaa x 
eins 
Subpoena ad testificandum, including precipe . 
Subpena duces tecum, if five folios or under, in- 
cluding precipe 
If exceeding five folios, for each additional 
folio . 
Service of a subpcena, ‘if within two miles of the 
place of business of the practitioner or of the 
person employed to effect the service 


If beyond that distance, in addition for every . 


mile one way ; 
Affidavit of service, if three folios or under - 
If more than three — for every folio, in- 
cluding copy 


0 
0 


0 


1 


Tn cases in which the person to be served shall avoid ser- 
vice, or the service shall be effected beyond the jurisdiction, 
except in Scotland and Ireland, such a sum to be allowed 
for service as the registrar may consider reasonable under 


the circumstances. 
Attendances. 
For attendancs on and feeing couneel, when the 
fee is one guinea 
When the fee exceeds one guinea and is under 
five guineas . 
When the fee is five guineas and ‘upwards : 
Attendance on consultation 4 
Attendance on conference 
Attendance in pursuance of notice to admit 
For every hour after the first . . 
On trial or hearing. ° F 
If it lasts the whole day 
For all attendances in pds 5 before the judge 
All ordinary attendances before a commissioner, 
on counsel, in the registry, or upon the adverse 
parties or ‘practitioner, for which no other fee 
is herein ullowed : ‘ ° ° . 


Term Fees, Letters, and Messengers. 
Term fees, letters, and messengers, for each term 
in which any business is done in court or in 
chambers the than obtaining an order for 
taxation, or attending the taxation of bills of 
For every letter written to any person other than 
tha practitioner's own client . . ‘ 


Bills of Costs. 


Drawing bill of costs and copy for crates - 
folio. F . 
Copy for the adverse party, per folio 3 
Attendance on taxation of bill of costs 
If above an hour, for each additional hour or 
part of an hour 


CYrmPoooo™F& oo 


_ 


ry 
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If it should become necessary for proctors or solicitors to 
transact any business for which no tee is herein specified, 
such fee shall be allowed to them as would be allowed for 
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similar business done in the courts of common law and 
equity. 
Note,—All folios’to consist of seventy-two words. 
Costs TO BE ALLOWED Procrors oR SOLICITORS FOR THE 
USE OF OTHER PERSONS, 


Counsels’ Clerks’ Fees. 
Not to exceed as under : 


Upon a fee to counsel under 5 guineas. 
5 guineas and under 10 guineas . 
10 guineas and under 20 guineas. 
20 guineas and under 30 guineas. 
30 guineas and under 50 guineas... 
50 guineas and upwards—at per cent. 
the fee paid . : . . . 
On consultation : 
Senior’s clerk. . 
Junior’sclerk . > 
On general retainer . ° 
On common retainer . ° : 
On conference . ; . . 


ecocoeoo pp MPoooSoh 
SAMMAM FC SCOOCOSOSD. 


Witnesses’ Expenses, 
Allowance to witnesses, including their board 
and lodging, as between party and party : 
Common witnesses, such a3 labourers, jour- 
neymen, &e., &c. : 
If resident within five miles of the place 
of hearing, perdiem . ° ° . 
If beyond that distance, per diem . ° 
Master tradesmen, yeomen, farmers, &c. : 
If resident within five miles of the place 
of hearing, per diem . ‘ . 
If resident beyond that distance, per diem 
Auctioneers and accountants : 
If resident within five miles of the place 
of hearing, per diem. . > axe 
If resident beyond that distance, per diem 
Professional men, including notaries, en- 
gineers, and surveyors, &c. : 
Jf resident within five miles of the place 
of hearing, per diem . é . . 
If resident beyond that distance, per diem 
Clerks to attorneys or others: 
If resident within five miles of the place of 
hearing, per diem . a . = 
If resident beyond that distance, per diem 
Esquires, bankers, merchants, and gentle- 
men, perdiem . ° . . . 
Females according to station in life: 


If resident within five miles of the place 
of hearing, per diem, from . . 


diem, from ° F : 


If resident beyond that distance, a | 


Police Inspector : 
If resident within five miles of the place 
of hearing, per diem . e er 
If resident beyond that distance, per diem 
Police constable: 
If resident within five iniles of the place 
of hearing, per diem . : ° - 0 6 0 
If resident beyond that distance, per diem 0 7 6 
The travelling expenses of witnesses will be allowed ac- 
cording to the sums reasonably and actually paid; but 
in no case will there be an allowance for such expenses 
of more than ls. per mile one way. 
A. C. Cantuar. 
Cairns, C. 
W. Expor. 
J, Lonpon. 
PENZANCE. 
A, E. Cocgpurn. 








The Supreme Court of Illinois have adopted rules in rela- 
tion to the reports of that court, which provide that the 
judgments shall hereafter be reported within three months 
from the time of their delivery, in volumes of not less than 
seven hundred pages, and that the volumes shall be printed 
on “clear white paper supersized and calendered, and of not 
less than fifty pounds to the ream,” and that they shall be 
bound in “ the best law sheep without blemish or patches,” 





Leqal Ltems. 


The public general statutes in force at the end of last ye 


unrepealed and unspent, says the Times, would fill abo 


18,000 pages quarto, The House of Commons’ Select (gy 
mittee on Acts of Parliament was informed recently by} 
R. S. Wright, a member of the bar, that he has examin 
this wilderness of laws with a view to some classification q 
them. In doing this he found that at least half they 
number of pages just mentioned are eccupied by statu 
either local and personal, or exclusively relating to Sq 
land, Ireland, India, or the colonies. The Acts relating 
Ireland fill about 2,600 pages, and the Acts relating; 
Scotland abont a like number, including in both cases he 
local and personal Acts. The local and personal Acts r, 
lating to England fill about 3,300 pages, and the Acts 
lating to India and the colonies about 500 more. This 
counts for 9,000 pages in all, and this half of the statyj 
book has an interest for certain classes of persons, hy 
can ef be described as of general interest and concen 
A second large class of the statutes may be termed ( 
partmental Acts. There are the (English) revenue 4 
occupying about 1,600 pages; the military Acts, 700 page 
clauses Acts (land, railway, gas, water, &c.), 300 page 
and public departmental Acts, 800 pages. These 
groups of statutes absorb about 12,500 pages of the stata; 
book, leaving only about 5,500 pages of Acts of m 
general interest. Among these are the Acts relating 
local government and administration, including poor lany 
filling 500 pages; those relating to procedure, civil al 
criminal, 900 pages; relating to trades and employment 
(including the merchant shipping Acts), 1,200 pages; a 
thus there are about 3,000 pages left for other English Ad 
of general importance, including the criminal Acts 
public health Acts. The classification would give w 
volume of military Acts, a volume of ecclesiastical Acts, 
volume of local administration Acts, a volume of Acts 
lating to trades and occupations, a volume of criminal lay 
a volume relating to courts and procedure, and so on, }j 
appears that the statutes of general use and interest, whid 
the public would mostly care to purchase, might be com 
prised in about half-a-dozen volumes. The new Acts ¢ 
each session might be printed in the classified form; a 
new editions of the several classes might be issued fro 
time to time, omitting the parts repealed since the preceding 
issue. 

At the Northampton Assizes, held on Friday week, Mr 
Justice Mellor, in giving his charge to the grand jury, sai 
he was not able to congratulate them on their fall atteni 
ance. He was, himself, always extremely glad when 
gentlemen of the county made a point of attending i 
order to fill up the numbers of grand jurymen. He wa 
one of those who hoped to see the institution of the graml 
jury retained throughout the kingdom. He thought i 
added greatly to the solemnity and importance of the 
ministration of criminal justice. Its direct benefit 
were niany, aud its indirect benefits were always gre 
The fact that a number of gentlemen came on this occasioy 
to fulfil a duty exclusively borne by gentlemen—this it 
itself was @ very important object to keep in view. Forii 
could not but be remarked on throughout the country thi 
whereas the gentlemen of prime consideration in the cow 
try neglected their duty as grand jurymen, the petty jam 
were bound to discharge theirs. It was also important 
this respect—he regretted to see in many counties—aul 
he was not sure he might not say the same of this—th 
decay of those matters of importance which ought to # 
tend the reception of the representatives of her Majesty! 
commissioners, those circumstances of state, which in bi 
jadgment entered very largely into the spirit of that which 
was known as allegiance to law, and of which they wet 
but imperfect judges. This was a matter not to be lost sight 
of ; and he doubted whether allegiance to the law 
remain intact as it was at present if the circumstances 
solemnity and state should unfortunately throughout the 
country disappear. It was ofthe utmost importance thatthe 
who had a stake in the country, as it was called, or ™ 
possessed the property of the country in great measit 
should do nothing calculated to diminish the allegiance 
the law. This was not his opinion only; he had heard” 
stated by others who took a more philosophical view’ 
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ie 
ihe matter than a judge could do; it was their opinion 
that it was of essential importance to keep up those cir- 
qmstances of solemnity and state attending the adm inis- 
jon Of criminal law. He was convinced that 
owed the greatest advantage to the solemn ad- 


_ inistration of justice, particularly by the judges, who 


were commissioned by her Majesty to represent her, and, 
therefore, it was that he regretted when he saw anything 
that was calculated to lessen that respect. He did not 
gy this in any narrow spirit. There were anumber of 
gounties in which the same thing was manifested. At the 
game time, in his mind, the most important matter of all 
was the full attendance of the grand jury, because the 

attendance of persons of their position, anxious to 
asgist in the administration of justice, was a great ex- 
ample to the community. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
July 23, 1875. 
Annuities, April, ’85, 9% 
Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug, 1908 
Ex Bills,£1000, 24 per Ct. 7 pm 
Ditto, £500, Do, 7 pm 
Ditto, £100 & £200, 7 pm. 
Bank of England Stock. 5 per 
Ct. (last half-year), 260 
Ditte or Account, 


$ per Cent, Consols, 944 

Ditto for Account, Aug 5, 944 
3 per Cent. Reduced, 943 
New 3 per Cont., 94% 

Do, 84 perCent.,Jan, "94 
Do. 2 perCent., Jan. 94 
Do. 5 per Cont., Jan. ’73 
Annuities, Jan,’80— 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 
Ditto 5per Cent., July,’80, 1064 ) Ditto,54per Cnt., May,’79 99 
Dittofor Account, — Ditto Debentures, 4 per Cent, 
Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct.’ 88, 103$ April, ’64 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates — Do.Do,5 per Cent., Aug. '73 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,4 per Cent.914| Do. Bonds, 4 per Cent. £1000 
Ind. Enf.Pr., 5 p C., Jan,’72 Ditto, dittc, under £1000 


RAILWAY STOCK. 





Railways. \Paid.|Closing Price. 


Bristol and Exeter weasdvohisiaves Ceabhabtiseadubdciat 
Caledonian “zal 
|Glasgow and South-Western 
Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 
Great Northern se..seceeseseerseeee 
Do., A Stock*...... sccovees 
(Great Southern and Western of Ireland ......; 
Great Western—Original...... 
Lancashire and Yorkshire ......... 
London, Brighton, and South Coas 
London, Chatham, and Dover...... 
London and North-Western ... 
London and Soath Western........cc08 ° 
Manchester, Sheffleld, and Lincoln ......+00++ 
Metropolitan 
BOs, INGEEICE scoronrosccscannceccossscsecenersoracee 
ea 
orth British 
Stock! North Eastert......cccccssccsscose 
|North London 
North Staffordshire ........s00 
South Devon ,, on 
South-Eastern .. 


| Staelin 


a receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. bas been paid to B. 
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Money MARKBT AND City INTRLLIGENC?. 
The Bank rate was not changed on Thursday. The 
proportion of reserve to liabilities has risen to 49§ per cent. 
46} per cent. last week. Prices in the home rail- 
Way market have been rather irregular throughout the 
Week, The foreign market was firm at the close of last 
Week and has been steady this week. Consols closed on 

Thursday for delivery and the account 94% to 4. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
, BIRTHS. 
Boomze—July 18, at Barnwell Lodge, Stoke Newington, the wife 
J. H. Boome, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, of a 
daughter. 
Cookr—July 19, at Heckfield Villa, Wood.green, the wife of 
. H. Cooke, barrister-at-law, of a son. 
Wes—July 21, the wife of W. Fox Hawes, of Lincoln’s-inn, 
ister-at-law, of a son, 
GRAM—July 13, at No. 16, Portland-place, Brighton, the 
wife of T, Lewis Ingram, of the Middle Temple, barrister-at - 
iW, of a son. 
ENLYSIDE—July 14, the wife of Francis Headlam Keenly- 
side, of 1, Hare-court, Temple, of a daughter. 
UMNER—July 18, at 2, Percy-villas, Eltham, the wife of 
und Sumner, solicitor, Doctors’-commons, of a daughter. 





MARRIAGE. 
FREELAND—LEECH—July 8, at the parish church of St. Peter- 
the Great, Chichester, William Bennett Barton Freeland, of 
Chichester, solicitor, to Mary Isabel, youngest daughter of 
Edward Leech, of Chichester. 


DEATHS. 

Rettty—July 1, at Undercliff, Sandgate, Kent, John Reilly, 
barrister-at-law, and Clerk of Records and Writs in the Court 
of Chancery in Ireland. 

Ricsay—July 15, Edwin Budd Rigby, of the Inner Temple, 
and of Yateley Lodge, Hants, aged 54. 

Scnuttz—July 12, at East Sheen, Frederick 
Schultz, solicitor, aged 53. 


Mortlake, 








ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE MART. 
By Messrs. Epwin Fox & BousrFiEtp. 


Leicester, near Lutterworth—The residence ‘‘ Walcote Lodge ”” 
and 22 acres, and a farm of 72 acres, freehold—sold for 
£6,000. Solicitors, Messrs. Andrew & Wood, 8, Great Jamese 
street, Bedford-row. 

Surbiton—Freehold ground-rents of £222 5s. per annum—sold 
for £5,865. Solicitors, Messrs, Guscotte, Wadham, & Daw, 
19, Essex-street, Strand; and Messrs. M. & F. Davidson, 25, 
Spring-gardens. 

Surbiton—Numerous freehold mansions, villa residences, and 
houses, being a portion of the Surbiton-park Estate—sold for 
£36,890. Solicitors, Messrs. Guscotte, Wadham, & Daw, 
19, Essex-street, Strand; and Messrs. M. & F. Davidson, 35, 
Spring-gardens. 

By Messrs. DRIVER. 

Belgrave-square—No. 7, Chesham-street, term 53 years—sold 
for £5,350. 

Stoke Newington—The residence called “River House,” with 
stabling and three acres, term 60 years—sold for £2,550. 
Solicitor, W. G. Stuart, Esq., 6, Gray’s-inn-square. 

Richmond-hill—Five plots of building land—sold. for £7,680, 
Solicitors, Messrs. Cookson, Wainewright, & Co., 6, New- 
square, Lincoln’s-inn; and Messrs. Few & Co., 2, Henrietta< 
street, Covent-garden. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Fripay, July 16, 1875. 
LIMIveD IN CHANCERY. 

Brannon’s Patent Fireproof Sanitary and Permanent Works Company, 
Limited.—Petition for winding up, presented July 14, directed to be 
heard before the M.R. on July 24. Edmands, Poultry, solicitor for 
the petitioner, 

British Guardian Life Assurance Company, Limited.—Petition for 
winding up, presented July 15, directed to be heard before V.C. 
Bacon on Saturday, July 24. Howard and Co, New Bridge st, soli« 
citors for the petitioners. 

Bronfloyd Company, Limited.—The M.R. has, by an order dated May 
24, appointed Bgker Philip Daniels, Poultry, to be official liquidator. 

Huet and Company, Limited.—Creditors are required, on or before 
July 33,to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to John Adamson, Brazennose st, Manchester. 

Indestructible Paint Company, Limited.—By an order made by V.C. 
Hall, dated July 6, it was ordered that the above company bs wound 
up. Slee and Co, Parish st, St John’s, Southwark, solicitors for the 
petitioner. 

Patent Riband Telegraph Post Company, Limited.—Petition for wind- 
ing up, presented July J5, directed to be heard before the M.R. on 
July 24. Pritchard and Co, Painters’ Hall, Little Trinity lane, 
agents for Grundy and Kershaw, Manchester, solicitors for the peti- 
tioners, 

Peat, Coal, and Charcoal Company, Limited.—By an order made by 
V.C. Malins, dated July 5, it wes ordered that the above company be 
wound up. Abrahams and Roffey, Old Jewry, solicitors for the peti- 
tioner. 

Preumatic Company, Limitei.—V.C. Malins has fixed July 26, at 
12.30, at his chambers, 3, Stone buiidings, Lincoin’s inn, for the 
appointment of an official liquidator. 

Wernpistill Colliery Company, Limited.—By an order made by V.C. Hall, 
dated June 12, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the 
above company be continued. Bell and Co, Bow Church yard, 
agents for Smith and Co, Swansea, solicitors for the petitioners. 


Tvespay, July 20, 1875. 
LimiveD IN CHANCERY, 

Ballyclare Paver Mills Company, Limited.—The M.R. has fixed 
Wednesday, July 28, at 11, at his chambers, for tha appointment of 
an official liquidator. 

British National Insurance Corporation, Limited.—By an order made 
by the M.R., dated July 10, it was ordered that the voluntary wind- 
ing up of the above company be continued. Logie, Satheriand 
gardens, Westbourne park, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Cape Breton Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, presented 
July 17, directed to be heard before V.C, Malins on July 30. Nouvton 
and Co, Coleman sc, solicitors for the petitioner, 

Capo Breton Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, presented 
July 47, directed to be heard before V.C, Malins on Jaly 30. Prince, 
Gresham buildings. solicitor for the petitioner, . 
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Hackney Public and Masonic Hall Company, Limited.—Petition for 
winding up, presented July 20, directed to be beard before V.C. 
Bacon on July 31. Beck, East India avenue, Leadenhall st, solici- 
tor for the petitioner. 

Oakwell Collieries, Limited.—By an order made by V.C. Hall, dated 
July 9, it was ordered that the above company be wound up. Smith, 
Greshum House, Old Broad st, solicitor for creditors and shareholders. 

Passenger General Register Company, Limited.—By an order made by 
V.C. Bacon, dated July 10, it was ordered that the above company 
be wound up. Silk, Fencburch et, solicitor for the petitioners. 

Peat, Coal, and Charcoal Company, Limited.—V.C. Malins has fixed 
July 30, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of ansofticial 
liquidator. 

South Cieveland Ironworks, Limited.—By an order made by the M.R.. 
dated July 10, it was ordered thatthe voluntary winding up of the 
above company be continued. Kimber and Co, Lombard st, solicitors 
for the petitioners. 

West Hartlepool Iron Company, Limited.—By an order made by V.C. 
Bacon, dated July 10, it was ordered that the above company be 
wound up, Flux & Co, East India avenue, solicitors for the peti- 
tioners. 

Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
TuespayY, July 13, 1875. 

Dixon, Benjamin, Commercia! rd, Limehouse, Gent. Sept 13. 
v Dixon, M.R. Stokes, Borough High st, Southwar 

Freshield, Philip William, Harwich, Essex, Surgeon. Aug 28. Durrant 
v Freshfield, M.R. Whitehouse, Charles st, St James’ square 

Heath, Noah, Loughton, Essex, Builder. Aug 6.; Collop v Heath, V.C. 
Malins. Heathfield, Liaco!n’s inn fields 

Overton, Susannah, Astley, Worcester. Aug 10, 
V.C. Bacon. Miller and Co, Kidderminster 

Parker, William Augustus, Brockwell, Dulwich. Oct 1. Galton v 
Ching, V.C. Hall. Terrant and Mackrel], Bond court, Walbrook 

Pengelly, Oliver Veale, Barnstaple, Devon, Ironmonger. Nov 1. Hunt 
v Pengelly, M.R. 

Savage, William, Bagu'ey, Cheshire, Farmer, Aug 25. 

Aug 3. Toplis v Hucknall, V.C. Bacon. 


Dixon 


Overton v Overton, 


Hulme v Holt, 
V.C. Malins. Hinde, Altrincham 

Toplis, John, Nottingham. 
Heath, Nottingham 

Towers, John, Whitbach, Salop, Farmer. 
V.C. Malins, Anderson, Ludlow 


Farpay, July 16, 1875. 
Groves, Charles George, Sutherland square, Walworth, Corn Dealer. 
oa 14. Hewetson v Groves, M.R. De Paula, Grocers’ Hall court, 
oultry 
Metaxu, Jean Baptiste, Count, Cleveland square, Hyde park. Sept 30. 
oe v Prescod, V.C. Malius. Scudawore, Dartmouth st, Great 
ween st 
Muils, Elizabeth, De Beauvoir crescent, Kingsland, Gas Stove Manu- 
facturer. Aug:4. Haynes ¥ Haynes, M.R. Mote, South square, 
Gray’s inn 
Taylor, Jchn Molyneux, Bruns wick rquare, Gent. Sept 7. Taylor v 
bey, M.R. Harting, Lincola’s inu fieids 


TosspaY, July 20, 1875. 

Crawshaw, George, Dewsbury, York, Woollen Manufacturer. Sept 1. 
Rucdes v Crawshaw, V.C. Malins. Scholetield, Dewsbury 

Ender, Joseph, Speenhamland, Berks. Aug 41. Ender v Fear, V.C. 
Malins. Henderson, Reading 

Kingstor, }isht Hon Robert King, Earl of, Holloway. Sept7. Engle- 
aue v rower, M.R. read, Parliament st, Westminster 

Bmith, Jonah, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler, Sept 1. 
Smith, M.R. Pointon, Birmingham 

Symonds, Jdho, Rye lane, feckbam, Aug 15, Sesemann v Sesemano, 
V.C. Malis. Woolt, King st, Cheapside 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Farpay, July 16, 1875, 


Sept 30. Leake v Towers, 


Kirby v, 


Brown, Stephen, Sheerness, Kent, Beerhouse Keeper. Aug 16. Cop- 
land, Sheerness 
Butler, Mary fowler, Ingleby rd, Upper Hclloway. Aug i5. Deane 


and Co, South square, Gray’s inn 
Cheetham, Richard, Nottingham, Boot Manufacturer. Augl. Roth- 
era and Suns, Nottingham 
Clack, Henry ‘Lacker, Chui eigh, Devon, Esq. Aug 14. Kendall and 
Congreve, Union Bank chambers, Lincoln’s inn 
Coeeets Ann, Cheitenham, Gloucester, sept1l3. New and Co, Eves- 
am 


eee Henry, New cross rd, Cooper. Sept22. Godden, Fenchurch 


Faison, Charles, Southport, Lancashire, Esq. Aug 14. Welsbyand Co, 
Southport 

Fogarty. Mary, Aldershot, Hauts. Aug 16. Arnold andCo, Carey st, 
Lincolo’s inn 

Freeman, Henry, Crooked lane, Timber Broker. Oct 1. Wootton and 
Son, Finsbury circus 


Gallatent, Edward, Coine Engaine, Essex, Farmer. Sept 28, Harris 
and Morton, Halstead 
Grant, Sophia Augusta, Queen’s gate, South Kensington, Sept 4. 


Wilson and Co, Copthall buildings 
Hanson, Thomas, Arlington square,Gent. Jaly31. Dodd, New Broad 


at 

Harp, John, Longton, Stafford, Colliery Proprietor. Aug 23. Clarke 
and Hawley, Longton 

Hemingway, Mary, Alverthorpe, York, Bone and Manure Manu fac- 
turer, Avugi7. Fernandes and Gill, Wakefield 

Himsworth, John, Berwick-upon-Tweed, Esq. Aug?23. Willoby, Ber- 
wick- i pov-'l'weea 

i tae Teddington, Middlesex. Aug 24. Jackson, Lincoln’s 
nn fields 


Leather, George, Hindley, Lancashire, Labourer. Augl, Taylor, 
igan 

Miler, Mary Aun, Witerion st, Hammeremith. Aug 12. Hand, Cole- 
man st 








Perks, Edward, Newton Solney, Derby, Timber Merchant, 
Richardson and Small, Burtoa-upon-Trent 

Rickett, Benjamin, Nettleswell, x, Farmer. 
Great Winchester street buildings 


Aug 2, 
Aug 20, Parish, 


Shaw, John, Longton, Stafford, Iron Merchant, Aug 4, Clarke ang 
Hawley, Longton 
Stewart, Alexander, Branbridges, Kent. Aug 3l. Hubbard and Co, 


Bucklersbury 

Swootman, Mary, Diss, Norfolk. Aug 20. Brown, Diss 

Vassar, Charlies, Commercial st, Spitalfields, Potato Salesman. Aug 21, 
God‘rey, South square, Gray’s inn 

Yarborough, Right Hon Charles Maude Worsley Anderson Pelham, 


Earl of. Aug 31. Tallents and Co, Newark 
Toespay, July 20, 1875. 

Abbot, Henry, Abbot’s Leigh, Somerset, Esq. Septl. Abbot and 
Pope, Bristol 

Bacon, John Turner, Folkestone, Kent,Gent. Aag1l7. Denton and 
Co, Gray’s inn square 

Bradley, Richard, Wakefield, York, Engineer. Ang 20, Barratt and 
Senior, Wakefield 

Brewer, John, Othery, Somerset, Farmer. Aug 3l, Reed and Cook, 
Bridgwater 

Clinton, Maria Augusta, Cokenach, Hertford. Aug $l. Woodrooffe 
and Plaskitt, New square, Linc In’s inn 

Cock, Richard, Dawley green, Salop, Publican. Sept 5. Phillips, 
Shipna!l 

ou, Thomas Bult, Clevedon, Somerset, Esq. Septl. Abbot and 


Pope, Bristol 

Daly, Frances, Bretton, near Barnsley, York. Oct 1. Dibb and Raley, 
Barnsley 

Fletcher, Isaac, Aspatria, Cumberland, Innkeeper. July 23, Benson, 
Wigtor. 

Orstage, George Forster Smith, Rhymney Reef Shire Ararat, Ripon, 
Victoria, Australia. Nov6. Clayton, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Handley, James, Bury, Lancashire, Gent, Aug 3l. Whitehead and 
Co, Bury 

Hilton, Anne, Selling, Kent. Aug 15. Beale and Co, Maidstone 

Howarth, Thomas, Heap bridge, Bury, Lancashire, Provision Dealer, 
Aug 7, Whitehead and Co, Bury 

Ties, James, Codrington, Gloucester, Yeoman. Septl.  Trenfield, 
Chipping Sodbury 

Jacques, Jabez, Valentia rd, Brixton, Sept 20. Poole, Bartholomew 


close 
Jewers, Edwin Augustus, Plymouth, Devon, Gent. Oct 15. Roohn 


and Co, Plymoath 
Jones, William, Towyn, Merioneth, Blacksmith. Aug 20. Jones and 


Davies, Dolgelly 
Lunell, George, Weston-euper-Mare, Somerset, Esq. Septl. Abbot 
and Pope, Bristol 
Norton, Augusta Sophia, Bolton row, May fair, Oct 1. Symes and (Co, 
Fenchurch st 
Norton, Thomas, Bolton row, May fair, Esq. Oct1. Symes and Co, 
William Peacock, Buckingham st, Strand, Wine Merchant, 


Fenchurch st 
Pullen, 
Aug 16. Camp, Union Bank buildings, Ely place 


Restall, Thomas, Chalford, Gloucester, Land Agent. Oct 1. Mitchell, 
Lansdown, Stroud 

Roberts, Elias, Sale, Cheshire, Gent. Sept 8. Claye and Son, Mane 
chester 

Rowlands, Mary, Dwrnudon, Merioncth. Aug 20. Jones aud Davies 
Dolgell 

Shaner Rave. Tarvin, near Chester, Gent, Augl5. Lingards and 
Newbdv, Manchester 

Sykes, William, Weston-super-Mare, Somerset. Augl8. Lakes and 


Co, New square, Lincoln’s inn 

Tharp, John Manners Gordon, Chippenham park, Cambridge, Esq, 
Sept 1. Western and Sons, Essex st, Strand 

Tharp, Joseph Sidney, Chippenham park, Cambridge, Esq. Sept, 
Western and Sons, Essex st, Strand 

Tyrwhitt, George Booth, Exmouth, Devon, Co!onel Bombay Staff Corps, 
Aug 3!. Trinder, Bishopsgate st within 

Webb, Julia Ann Scott, Cadogan place, Chelsea. Sept 15. Norton and 
Co, Victoria st, Westminster 

Wooderson, James, Tachbrook st, Pimlico, Byfield, 8 
Helen’s place 


Sept 29. 


Bankrupts. 
Fripay, July 16, 1875. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to tha Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Woods, William, Edward George Woods, and Henry Woods, Ludgate 
cireus, Proprietors of the City United Clud. Pet July 13. Haglitt, 


July 29 atl : 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Dorrell, Thomes William, Ludlow, Salop, Journeyman Miller, Tet July 
14. Robinson. Leominster, July 24 at 2.30 

Fitton, John, Milnrow, Lancashire, Ironmonger. Pet July 14. Tweedale, 
Oldham, July 28 as 11.30 

Hodes, George, Willesborough, Kent, Contractor. Pet July 12. Cal- 
laway. Canterbury, July 23 at 2 

Johnson, George Edward, Liverpool, Grocer. Pet July 13. Hime. 
Liverpool, July 29 at 2 

Turner, William Hodgson, Pudsey, York, Gent. PetJaly 10. Danisl. 
Bradford, Aug 3 at 9 

Wilson, Reuben, Eccleshill, York, Huckster. Pet Jaly 13, Daniel 
Bradford, July 27 at 9 

Toespay, July 20, 1875, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 

McLean, Alexander, and Henry Kelway Bamber, Trinity square, South: 

wark, Analytical Chemists. Pet July 15. Spring-Rice. Aug 6 atil 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Gompers, Solomon, and Edward Marcus Marcoso, Birmingham, 
Diamond Merchauts. Pet July 15, Chauntler. Brmingham, Avg 
2Zavz 










fs 


FEOF gs 


patie 


and 
1d Co, 


ag 21, 


) and 


BEEBE RB Ss =F 


BB 


ate 
itt. 


yay 24 1875. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


743 








Abraham, Folkestone, Kent, Inspector of Permanent Wa: 
M17. Callaway. Canterbury, Aug 3 at 11 
et , John, Shalford, Essex, Grocer. Pet July16. Gepp. Chelms. 


Pen, Joly 20 at 11 
sisal, George, Manchester, Attorney, Pet July 15, Kay. Manchester, 


t 9.30 
Ang William, Exmonth, Devon, Hotel,Keeper. Pet July 15. 


, Manchester, Aug 4 at II 
off, Charles Stephen, Margate, Kent, Wine Merchant. Pet July 
y. Calaway. Canterbury, Aug Sat ll 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, July 16, 1875. 
, Charles, Dockhead, Cooper. July 13 
Daniel, Kirton in Lindsey, Lincoln, Corn Merchant. 
Tuesvay, July 20, 1875. 
a, Thomas, High st, Shadwell, Coffee House Keeper. July 15 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Farpar, July 16, 1875. 
yon, Jane Martha, Redhill, Surrey, Baker. July 27 at 12 at offices 
ofPullen, Basinghal! st. Parry, Bisinghall st 
, Luke, Frizinghall, York, Stuff Salesman, July 30 at 11 at 
ofices of Watson and Dickons, Victoria chambers, Market st, Brad- 


Jaly 9 


* 


ae. Jchn, Brighouse, York, Currier. Aug 4 at 3 at offices of 
Chmbers and Chambers, Brighouse 
mxter, Benjamin, Bramford, Suffolk, Grocer. Aug 6 at 3 at offices of 
Hill, St Nicholas st, Iyswich 

, Richard, Barrow-in-Fa rness, Lancashire, Draper. July 31 at 
}0 at Sbarp’s Temperance Hotel, Strand, Barrow-in-Furness. 
Wiliams, Barrow-in-Furness 
ney, John, Leeds, Innkeeper. July 28 at 3 at offices of Ferns, Bank 


Leeds 
on h, Sarah, Willeaden lane. July 28 at 2 at offices of Tilley and 
Soames, Finsbury place south 
Bown, Benjamin, Tyersall, York, Grocer. July 23 at 11 at offices of 
Burley, Queensgate, Bradford 
(wning, Joun Smith, Leeds, Baker. July 28 at 11 at offices of Ward 
wi Son, Bank st, Leeds 
(yuidy, John Fitzgerald, Worcester, Journeyman Watch Maker. July 
9 at 3 at offices of Pitt, Avenue cross, Worcester 
Catton, George Robert, Beverley, York, Grocer, July 28 at 11 at 
dices of Shepherd and Co, Lairgate, Beverley 
(ben, Jacob, Cheetham, Lancashire, Jeweller. July 30 at 3 at 
ofices of Gardner, Brown st, Manchester 
Curkling, Robert, Manchester, Merchant. Aug 9at 3 at the Clarence 
Hotel, Spring gardens, Manchester, Sule and Co, Manchester 
(row, Joseph Boulcott William, Strand, Commission Agent. July 31 
a /2 at offices of Gowing, Coleman st 
Dare, Jchn, Vickars rd, Haveretock hill, Builder, 
of Heathfield, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Todins, George John, Southampton, Ironmonger. July 28 at 2 at 
Mj,Cheapside. Guy, Southampton 
Dunnett, Jeremiah, Attleborough, Norfolk, Horse Dealer. July 27 at 
12at the office of the Registrar of the Court, Redwell st, Norwich 
Bvards, John, Waterloo Ville, Hants, Builder. July 29 at 4 at offices 
dking, North st, Portsea 
, John, Waterloo Ville, Hants, Builder. July 30 at 3 at offices 
Edmonds and Co, Old Jewry. King, Portsea 
‘Emery, Herry Daviel, Elm cottage, Hoe st, Walthamstow, out of busi- 
nes, Aug 4 at 3 at offices of Heathfield and Son, Lincoln’s inn fields 
George, Sunderland, Durham, Grocer. July 26 at 4 at offices of 
and Co, John st, Sunderland 
Nieding, James Edward, Golcar, Huddersfield, York, Brewer. July 
-" offices of Ramsden and Sykes, John William st, Hudders- 


Viher, Edward, Bristol, Pickle Manufacturer. July 30 at 2 at offices 
{Salmon and Henderson, Broad st, Bristol 

Fithett, Thomas, Widnes, Lancashire, Painter. Aug 3 at 3 at the 
Toyal Hotel, Hutchinson st, Widnes. Bretherton, Warrington 

Gjmre, Lauritz, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Ship Broker. July 26 at 2 at 
ofices of Hoyle and Co, Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
unethalgh, James, Swinton, Lancashire, Grocer. Aug 3 at 3 at offices 
t{Dawson, Ridgfield, Manchester 

fy, William, Mansion Heuse buildings, Hatter. July 29 at 10 at 
fices of Allen, Strand 

William, Steeple Morden, Cambridge, Grocer. July 30 at 3 at 
of Ginn, Alexandra st, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Tunlin, John, High st, Shoreditch, Licensed Victualler. July 30 at 3 
at offices of Ramskill, Fenchurch st 

» Thomas, Sheffield, Steel Manufacturer. Juiy 28 at 12 at 

oo Macredie and Evans, George st, Sheffield. Watson and 


Taper, William Henry, Derby, Stove Grate Manufacturer. July 29 at 
‘offices of Robotham, St Alkmund’s Churchyard, Derby 
Yaris, James Thompson, St Helen’s, Lancashire, Grocer. Aug 3 at 2 
the Fleece and Commercial Hotel, St Helen’s. Beasley and 
Oppenheim, St Helen’s 
» John, Surrey st, Croydon, Boot Maker. July 29 at 2 at 
’s Hotel, Ironmonger lane. Pullen, Basinghall st 
Joseph, Bradford, York, General Ironmonger. July 28 at 3 at 
dilices of Lees and Co, New Ivegate, Bradford 
Hint, Michael Thomas, Mossley, Saddleworth, York, Woollen Manu- 
fueturer. July 29 at 3 at offices of Toy and Broadbent, Park parade, 


ler-Lyne 
Hogurth, Edward, Ormskirk, Lancashire, Grocor. July 30 at 3 at 
ities of Parr and Saddler, Railway rd, Ormekirk 
P James Young, Walthamstow, Essex, Journe: Stationer. 
Uy 31 at 19 at offices of George and Edwards, Wool Exchange, 
st, Wyatt and Barrand, Arthur st west, London bridge 


Aug 9 at 3 at offices 





Jackson, Rose, South Shields, Durham, Tobacconist. July 28 at 2 at 
offices of Joel, Newgate et, Newcastle-uvon-Tyne 
Jones, John, Festiniog, Merioneth, Grocer. July 28 at 2 at offices of 
Roberts, Four Crosses, Festiniog 
Jones, Robert, Palace square, Upper Norwood. July 27 at 3 at the 
Clarendon Hotel, Anerley rd, Upper Norwood. Howard, Greenwich 
Keenan, Patrick, Bishop Auckland, Durham, General Dealer. Jaly 30 
at il at 30, Fore Bondgate, Bishop Auckland. Maw, jun, Bishop 
Auckland 
Kempster, John, St Bride’s avenue, Fleet st, Publisher. Aug 6 at 1% 
at offices of Saunders aad Bradbury, Temple row, Birmingham. 
Dubois, King st, Cheapside 
Kempster, Solomon George, High Wycombe, Buckingham, Baker. 
July 29 at 2 at offices of Clarke, Easton st, High Wycombe 
Lane, John, Birmingham, Corn Dealer. July 27 at 12 at offices of 
Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Last, Joseph William, P.inces st, Duke st, Priater. July 28 at 2 at 
offices of Miller, London wall 
Littlewood, Benjamin, New rd, Woolwich, Watch Maker. July 30 at 
3 at offic-s of Chapman, Basinghall st 
Longmire, John Acton, Whitehavea, Cumberland, Grocer. Aug 3 at 
ll at offices of Postlethwaite, jun, Scotch at, Whitehaven 
Louch, Richard Lu-ius, Birmingham, Architect. July 27 at 11 at 
offices of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Marples, Theophilus, blackburn, Lancashire, Tailor, July 26 (and not 
29, as crronecusly printed in Gazette of July ©) at il at offices of 
Boote and Edgar, George st, Manchester 
McCulloch, Thomas, Cheapside, Merchant. July 28 at 2 at offices of 
Swaine, Cheapside 
Metcalfe, James, Scarborough, york, Watch Maker. July 28 at 3 at 
offices of Cornwall and Watts. Queen st, Scarborough 
Metcalfe, Joseph Atkinson, Thorubury, near Bradtord, York, Ware- 
nouseman, July 30 at 12 at offices cf Cross and Cox, Wellington 
chambers, Westgate, Bradford 
Milligan, John, Bradford, York, Tailor. July 29 at 11 at offices of 
Moore, Old Market, Market st, Bradfurd 
Marray, David, Kingston-upon-Hull, Iroumonger. July 26 at 12 at 
offices of Thorp, Bowlalley lane, Hull 
Nicholls, Charies, Rowley Regis, Stafford, General Dealer. July 31 at 
11 at offices of Shakespeare, Church st, O.dbury 
Nicolson, Roderick, Fleet st, Advertising Agent. Aug 3 at |1 at offices 
of Barrett and Patey, London wall 
Nutbrown, Robert, York, Boot Maker. Aug 2 at 11 at offices of Gray- 
ston, New st, York 
Ogbourn, George. Dockhead, Bermondsey, Baker. July 23 atl at 36; 
Hop and Malt Exchange, Arnold, The Exchange 
Palestri, Lawrence, Gloucester, Boot Maker. July 30 at 2.30 at offices 
of Haines, St John’s lane, Gloucester 
Porter, Henry, Saxon Wharf, Greenwich, Metal Merchant. Aug 2 at8 
at the Lecture Hall, Greenwich. Beard and Son, Basinghall st 
Radcliffe, Henry, Hollinwood, Lancashire, Beerhouse Keeper. Aug 2 
at 11 at cffices of Horner, Old Corn Exchange, Hanging ditch, Man- 
chester 
Reilly, Peter,Salford, Lancashire, Milk Dealer. July 28 at 3 at offices 
of Bennet, Bloom st, Manchester 
Rice, John, Southsea, Hants, Brewer. July 27 at 3 at offices of 
Ford, Queen st, Portsea 
Richardson , Thomas, and John William Richardson, Gracechurch st, 
Engineers, July 29 at 3 at offices of Fletcher and Co, Moorgate st. 
Lewis and Co, Old Jewry 
Riddlesden, Benjamin, Gawth orpe, York, Joiner. Aug 2 at 2 at offices 
of Stapleten, Union st, Dewsbury 
Rylands, Richard, Lewes, Sussex, Tailor. Aug 4 at 12 at offices of 
Smith and Co, Bread st, Cheapside. Lamb, Brighton 
Scott, Jehn, Lee, Kent, Civil Engineer. July 28 at il at offices of 
Chandler, Coleman st. Davis and Co, Moorgate st 
Shelley, James, Mintern st, New North rd, Hoxton, Pianoforte Manu- 
facturer. July 27 at 12 atthe Birch Tree Tavern, Great James at, 
Hoxton.44 Pritchard, Southampton buildings, Chancery lane 
Smith, Henry, Bush lane, Printer. July 30 at 3 at offices of Kent, Red 
Lion court, Cannon st 
Smith, Thomas Ekin, Acre lane, Brixton, Tutor. July 27 at 12 at offices 
of Mote, Walbrook 
Sprason, John Ambrose, Birmiogham, Brassfounder. July 28 at llat 
offices of Grove, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
Stee!, Thomas, and Austin Alfred Arnold, West Hartlepool, Durham, 
Steam Packing Manufacturers. July 27 atSat 63, Church st, West 
Hartlepool. Young 
Stidston, John, Plymouth, Devon, Draper. Aug 3 at 12 at 145, Cheape 
side. Carr and Co, Basinghall st 
Stilwell, William Arthur, Elmer’s End, Beckenham, Kent, Brewer. 
July 28 at 2 at offices of Smith and Son, Furnival’s inn, Holborn. 
Carter and Bell, Leadenhall st 
Sykes, John T homas, Leicester, Carpenter. July 30 at 2 at offices of 
Fowler and Co, Grey friars chambers, Friar lane, Leicester 
Vance, William, Liverpool, Joiner. Aug 11 at 4 at offices of Lowe, 
Castle st, Liverpool 
be a. Hyde, Lng Painter. July 31 at 12 at offices of 
ibbert, C ndon place, Hyde 
Westworth, William, Preston, Lancashire, Cabinet Maker. July 28 
at 11 at offices of Forshaw, Cannon st, Preston 
= > 7 e, Lincoln, Stationer. July 31 at 10 at offices of Page, jum, 
ncoln 
White, Thomas, Tachbrook st, Pimlico, Boot Maker, July 24 at 11 at 
oftices of Willis, St Martin’s court, Leicester square 
Williams, John, Swansea, Glamorgan, Grocer. July 28 at 3 at offices 
of Smith and Co, Somerset place, Swansea 
Wilson, George, and Walter Armstrong, Aldermanbury, Woollen Ware- 
housemen. sive 10 “i 2 at the Guildhall Coffea House, Gresham st, 
Phelps and wick, Gresham 6t 
Woods, Edmund, Waterloo rd, Gunsmith. July 29 at 2 at offices of 
Kiech and Co, Cannon st 
Wooliscroft, John, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Hairdresser, July 28 at 
10 at offices of Stirk, North st, Wolverhampton 
Worren, Walter, Tipton, Stafford, Tobacconist, July 26 at 3 at offices 
Lowe, Temple st, Manchester A 
Worthy, George, Bradiord, York, Eating House Keeper, Aug 2 at 4. 
at offices of Atkinson, Tyrrel st, Bradford 
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Wray, Samuel, Gray’s inn place, Holborn, July 29 at 2 at offices of 
Russell and Co, Old Jewry chambers 


Tuespay, July 20, 1975. 

Barnes, Kenyon, William Henry Barnes, and John Barnes, Manchester, 
Towei Manufacturers, Aug 3 at 3 at the Clarence Hotel, Spring 
gardens, Manchester. Potter and Wright, Manchester 

Battye, George, Huddersfield, York, Woollen Cloth Miller. July 31 at 
11 at offices of Iveson and Meller, Queen st, Huddersfield 

Beardsall, Francis Knowles, Barnsley, York, Oil Merchant. 
12 at 1, Regent st, Barnsley. Parker 

Blagden, Robert, Minchinhampton, Gloucester, Surgeon. Aug 3 at 3 
at offices of Fisher, ‘Ihe Grange, near Stroud 

Bremner, William, Newport, Monmouth, Travelling Draper. Aug 3 at 
2 at offices of Graham , Commercial st, Newport 

Britton, Nathaniel, Portsmouth, Hants, Grocer July 30 at 3 at 
offices of Edmonds and Co, Old Jewry. King, Portsea 
sown, Thomas, Leeds, Mill Furnisuer. Aug 2 at 3 at Wharton’s 
Hotel, Park lane, Leeds. Carr 

Brunskill, Thomas, Barnard Castle, Durham, Confectioner. Aug 6 at3 
at offices of Draper, Finkle st, Stockton-on-Tees 

Chapman, Nathaniel, Mirfield, York, Tobacconist. 
Station Hotel, Mirfield 

Clegg, Jonas Beaumont, Thornhill Lees, York, Waste Dealer. Aug 2 
at 2 at offices of Chadwick and Sons, Church st, Dewsbury 

Cocker, Lazarus, Buraiey, Lancashire, Clogger. Aug 3 at 3 at offices of 
Read, Hargreaves st, Burnley 

Coulman, James Richard, Walton-on-the-Naze, Essex, Builder. July 
30 at 2 at offices of Parke, Coleman st 

Cox, John, Frome, Somerset, Boot Maker. 
Dunn and Payne, King st, Frome 

Crompton, John, Great Marton, Lancashire, Corn Miller, Aug 4 at 2 
at Clarkson’s Temperance Hotel, Lune st, Preston. Bell, Central 
beach, Blackpool 

Crossley, Fielden, Liverpool, Fellmonger. Aug Sat 3 at offices of Lowe, 
Castle st, Liverpool 

Davenport, James, Birmingham, Corn Factor. July 31 at 11 atthe 
Great Western Hotel, Birmincham. Fellows, Mount Pleasant, 
Bilston 

Doyle, Philip, Liverpool, Boot Maker. July 31 atl atoffices of McCon- 
nal, Harrington st, Liverpool 

Edmunds, James, Birmingham, Commission Agent. July 30 at 12 at 
offices of Hcdgson, Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Faulkner, Ernest, Ardwick, near Manchester, Provision]Dealer. July 30 
at 8 at offices of Addleshaw and Warburton, King st, Manchester 

Fornacon, Ferdinand, Newport, Monmouth, Ship Chandler. Aug 2 at 
12 at offices of Tribe and Co, High st, Newport. Gibbs, Tredegar 
place, Newport 

Francis, James, Stockwell st, Greenwich, Tobacconist. Aug 10 at 2 at 
offices of Pook and Son, Tudor House, Greenwich rd, Greenwich 

Fryer, George, Redcar, York, Ale Dealer. Aug 3 at 3 at Barker’s 
Temperance Hotel, Bridge st west, Middlesborough. Bainbridge, 
Middlesborough 

Girling, Harry Edward, Blackmore, Essex, Farm Bailiff, Aug 3 atl! 
at offices of Preston, Mark lane 

Gjemre, Lauritz, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Shipbroker. Aug 2 at 3 at 
offices of Hoyle and Co, Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon-T yne 

Gow, Dan, Friday st, Cheapside, Manufacturer. July 30 at 2 at the 
Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham st. Phelps and Sidgwick, Gresham 


Aug 6 at 


Aug 5 at 2.30 at the 


Aug 6 at 12 at offices of 


st 

Gregg, William, Birmingham, Provision Dealer. Aug 2 at 3 at offices 
of Southall and Co, Newhailst, Birmingham 

Haxby, William, Sheffield, Grocer. Aug 2 at 1 at offices of Singleton, 
St James’s row, Sheffield 

Henderson, George, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Accountant. 
at o ffices of Pruen, Regent st, Cheltenham 

Hill, William, Liverpool, Carriers’ Foreman. Aug 5 at 3_ at offices of 
Quelch, Dale st, Liverpool 

Holden, Josiah Elliott, Chigwell, Essex, Builder. Aug 11 at 12 at 
offices of Boyce and Ridley, Abchurch lane 

Holliday, Samuel, Dewsbury, York, Coal Merchant. Aug 4 at3 at the 
Royal Hotel, Dewsbury. Shaw, Dewsbury 

Holmes, Isaiah, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Licensed Victualler, July 31 
at 11 at offices of Barrow, Queen st, Wo!verhampton 

Jackson, William, Middlesborough, York, Butcher. Aug 4 at 3 at 
Barker’s Temperance Hote), Bridge st west, Middlesborough. Bain- 
bridge, Middlesborongh 

Jordan, Alexander, Hanley, Stafford, Jeweller. July 24 at 12 at the 
Bull’s Head Inn, Macclesfield. Shires, Leicester 

King, Henry, Chatham, Kent, Coal Dealer, Aug 2 at 11 at offices OF 
Hayward, High st, Rochester 

Kirby, James, Tow Law, Durham, Auctioneer. Aug 6 at 2 at offices of 
Joel, Newgate st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Layland, Cornelius, Edgware rd, Harmonium Manufacturer. July 29 at 
2 at offices of Beesley aud Gray, King st, Cheapside. Hicks, Globe 
rd, Mile End 

Lymbery, Frederick, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. Aug 6 at 12 at 
offices of Acton, Victoria st, Nottingham 

Main, Dyson, Beech st, Barbican. July 30 at 3 at offices of Howell, 
Cheapside 

Martin, Thomas, Darlington, Durham, Tobacconist. Aug 2 at 3 at 
offices of Wilkes, Market place, Darlington 

Masters, Walter Boutcher, New Charles st, City rd, Commercial 
Traveller. July 28 at 2 at offices of Pullen, Basinghall st 

Messenger, Joseph, Scarborough, York, Builder. Aug 3 at 12 at 109, 
Westborough, Scarborough. Calvert, Scarborough 

Metcalf, William, South Stockton, York, Grocer. Aug 2 at 10.30 at 
offices of Draper, Finkle st, Stockton-on-Tees 

Michell, Edward, and Edward Hampton Michell, Grove st, Hackney, 
Brewers. July 29 at 3 at offices of Withall- and Compton, Great 
George st, Westminster 

Mickisch, Hermann, Old Burlington st, Tailor. Aug 11 at2 at the 
Inns of Court Hotel, High Holborn. Castle, Southampton st, Blooms- 


Aug 4 at 11 


bury 

Mills, Thomas Walter Scott, Monmouth, Fellmonger. July 30 at 2 at 
offices of Williams, Whitecross st, Monmouth 

Mouneer, Benjamin, jun, Norwich, Licensed Victualler. Jaly 30 at 3 
at offices of Sadd and Liuay, Church st, Theatre st, Norwich 





Mulvany, Charles, Liverpool, Ship Broker. July 31 at 11 at Offices 
Etty, Lord st, Liverpool 

Nichojls, Charles, Blackheath, Rowley Regis, Stafford, Generajp 
July 3l at the Union Hotel, Union st, Birmingham, in lien ¢ 
place originally named 

Nicholson, Joseph, High st, Shoreditch, Furniture Dealer, Ang; 
12 at 145, Cheapside. Roscoe and Co, King st, Finsbury squarg 

Papps, Edward Thomas, Trowbridge, Wilts, Merchant’s Clerk, 
at 11 at Shrapnell, Bridge st, Bradford-on-Avon 

Penniger, John, Portland rd, Notting hill, Baker. July 29 at 
offices of Downing, Basinghal! st is 

Pizzala, Francis Augustus, Charles st, Hatton garden, Baro 
Maker. Aug 4 at 12 at offices of Child, South square, Gray's ing, 

Pybus, John, Stranton, Durham, Builder, Aug 4 at 3 at officas ofp 
Church st, West Hartiepool 

Rae, Thomas, and William Bell, West Hartlepool, Durham, Joiga 
Aug 4 at 1 at offices of Bell, Church st, West Hartlepool 

Rice, Edward Philip, Somerset rd, Tottenham, Stockbroker’s (jai 
July 31 at 12 at offices of Presswell, Oid Jewry 

Roberts, Frederick, and Alexander Roberts, Frome Vauchureh, Dy 
Tronfounders. Aug3 at 1! at the Antelope Hotel, Dorchester, y, 
ton, Dorchester 

Roberts, John, Mitcheldean, Gloucester, Grocer, Aug 3 at }} 
offices of Innell, High st, Ross. Williams, Ross 

Robinson, John, Seacombe, Cheshire, Iroumonger. Aug 2 at 4 
offices of Moore, Duncan st, Birkenhead 

Rothwell, Richard, Rochdale, Lancashire, Flock Merchant. Aug 6 
3 at offices of Holland, Baillie st, Rochdale 

Samuelson, Henschel, Southport, Lancashire, Tobacconist, Aug $y 
at offices of Welsby and Co, Lord st, Southport 

Shand, Charles, Alexander Shand, and Ralph Abram Robinson,p 
lane, Merchants. Aug 5 st 2 at the London Tavern, Rishopsgay 
Simpson and Cullingford, Gracechurch st 

Sidney, Jchn, Liverpool, Draper. Aug 3 at 2 at offices of Etty, ly 
st, Liverpool 

Simpson, Frederick, Bath, Butcher. Aug 5 at 12 at offices of Way 
Fountain buildings, Bath 

Lmith, John, North Shields, Northumberland, Contractor. Aug4y 
at offices of Kewney, Howard st, North Shields 

Spence, Josephus, Middlesborough, York, Merchant Tailor, Ang} 
11 at Barker’s Temperance Hotel, Bridge st west, Middlesborough 

Stead, Ann, bradford, York, Publican. Aug 3 at 4 at offices of Auj 
son, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Stevens, John, and Thomas James Baker, High st, Clapham, Bu 
sellers. Aug 3 at 2 at offices of Hand, Coleman st 


Walker, East parade, Leeds 
Wolferstan, Ironmonger lane 
Todd, James Watson, Leeds, Auctioneer. July 29 at 2 at offices 
offices of Dale, Waterloo st, Birmingham 
Walker, Charles, Little Weldon, Northampton, Plumber. Aug l0a 
Fraser, Brougham chambers, Wheeler gate, Nottingham 
Wilks, John, Manchester, Eating Hou se Keeper. 
Rowley and Co, Clarence buildings, Booth st, Manchester 
Winebank, Edwin, Portsea, Hants, Grocer. July 30 at 11 at offices 
5 at 11 at offices of Rawlins and Son, Market Harborough 


Taylor, James, Leeds, Tile Merchant. July 29 at 11 at offices 
Thomas, William Henry, Mount pleasant, Brixton hill, Ironmonge 
Aug 9 at 2 at the Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham st. Treherneg 
Timmins, Edward, Stourbridge, Worcester, Ironmonger. Jaly %q 
the Talbot Hote), Stourbridge, in lieu of the place originally 
Puillan, Bank chambers, Park row, Leeds 
Turley, Joseph, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Coal Master. Aug 3at) 
Waite, James, Bolton, Lancashire, Grocer. Aug 3 a‘ 3 at officad 
Dutton, Acresfield, Bolton 
at offices of Richardson and Son, Oundle 
Walker, John Bottony, Nottingham, Hatter. Aug 4 at 12 at offices 
Wickes, Valentine, Churton st, Pimlico, Watch Maker. Aug 10 atll 
offices of Dutton, Churton st, Pimlico 
Aug 5 at 3 atole 
of Richardson, Kennedy st, Manchester 
Wilner, Henry, Manchester, Bristle Merchant. Aug 6 at 3 at offices 
Wilson, Thomas, Leeds, Grocer. Aug 5 at 11 at officesofH 
East parade, Leeds 
Wainscot, Union st, Portsea. Harvey, Landport 
Woodferd, Jonathan, Husbands Bosworth, Leicester, Carpenter, At) 
Worthington, Peter, Warrington, Lancashire, Builder. Aug 6 ati 
the County Court, Warrington. Nicholson and Co . 








UNERAL REFORM.— The exorbitant item 
of the Undertaker’s bill have long operated as an oppressive tat 

apon all classes of the community. With a view of applying a remel 
to this serious evil the LONDON NECROPOLIS COMPANY, whet 
opening their extensive cemetery at Woking, held themselves 
to undertake the whole duties relating to interments at fixed ai 
moderate scales of charge, from which survivors may choose 
to their means and the requirements of the case. The Companyals 
undertakes the conduct of Funerals to other cemeteries, and to all part 
of the United Kingdom. A pamphlet containing full particulars ma 
be obtained, or will be forwarded, upon application to the Chief Offies, t 
Lancaster-place Strand, W.C. 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE eo MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, \ 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Benth 
Corporation of London, &c. 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN’S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 





(ORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS, 
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